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The	Northeast	Millet,	Cowpea	and	Sesame	Livelihood	Zone	covers	Northern	parts	of	Kebbi,	Sokoto,	Zamfara,	Katsina,	

Kano,	Yobe,	Borno,	and	Central	and	Northern	Jigawa	States	
	

It	is	important	to	note	that	this	HEA	baselines	is	focused	on	Borno	state	and	due	to	the	specific	conflict	dynamics	in	
Borno	results	are	not	applicable	to	other	states.	In	Borno	the	zones	covers	LGAs	in:	Konduga	(Mainari,	Kigitamari,	

Duwari,Galtimari),	Magumeri	(Kararam,	Goneri,	Folongo,	Lawanari,)		and	Kaga	(	Ngamdu	and	Benishiek).	
	
	
	 	

																																																													
1		Given	the	context	of	insecurity	and	potential	rapid	livelihoods	change	in	Borno	State,	the	information	in	this	profile	is	expected	to	remain	valid	
for	approximately	two	to	three	years	(i.e.	until	2020).	All	prices	referred	to	in	the	document	are	for	the	reference	year.	
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HEA Framework: Overview 
	

The	Household	Economy	Approach	(HEA)	is	a	livelihoods-based	framework	for	analysing	the	ways	in	which	people	
obtain	access	to	food	and	other	essential	needs.	HEA	quantifies	and	qualitatively	describes	the	total	food	and	cash	
economy	 of	 households,	 covering	 all	 food	 sources,	 cash	 income	 sources,	 and	 expenditure	 patterns	 across	 all	
seasons	in	a	full	one-year	period.	All	findings	are	disaggregated	by	wealth	category	ranging	from	the	poorest	to	
better	off	wealth	groups.	The	HEA	analytical	framework	has	two	main	components:		
	

1. Baseline	analysis	At	the	heart	of	HEA	 is	the	 livelihood	baseline,	which	quantifies	household’s	access	to	
food	and	income	and	presents	a	picture	of	the	‘typical’	household	economy.	The	quantities	are	calculated	
as	a	percentage	of	minimum	food	energy	requirements;	all	food	and	income	sources	have	been	converted	
into	 their	 calorific	 equivalencies	 and	 then	 compared	 to	 the	 internationally	 accepted	 standard	 of	 2100	
kilocalories	per	person	per	day.	This	has	the	advantage	of	allowing	for	like-to-like	comparisons,	and	also	of	
ensuring	that	a	rigorous	cross-checking	can	take	place.	

	
2. Outcome	analysis	–	building	on	the	quantification	of	food,	 income	and	expenditure	 in	the	baseline	the	

HEA	outcome	analysis	process	models	how	that	baseline	access	to	food	and	income	changes	as	a	result	of	
a	specific	hazard	such	as	drought	or	as	the	result	of	a	positive	change,	such	as	a	project	activity.	The	HEA	
outcome	 analysis	 process	 combines	 the	 changes	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 hazard	 with	 the	 baseline	 data	 on	
households’	food	&	income	sources	and	also	integrates	households	coping	capacity	in	order	to	determine	
whether	 households	 are	 able	 to	meet	 their	minimum	 food	 needs	 and	 invest	 in	 health,	 education	 and	
productive	livelihood	activities.	In	situations	where	households	are	projected	to	face	a	deficit	HEA	outcome	
analysis	can	quantify	the	size	and	duration	of	that	deficit	in	either	food	or	cash	terms.		

	
Outcome = Baseline + Hazard + Coping 

	
HEA	is	one	of	the	outcome	indicators	used	by	the	IPC	and	as	such	an	HEA	outcome	analysis	can	be	used	to	estimate	
the	IPC	Phase	for	a	population.	The	HEA	outcome	analysis,	like	the	baselines,	provides	an	annual	analysis,	this	is	
important	because	it	enables	practitioners	to	run	an	HEA	analysis	at	the	start	of	the	livelihood	year	and	use	the	
analysis	to	project	forecast	deficits	at	the	end	of	the	year.	In	this	regard,	HEA	is	unlike	many	other	common	food	
security	indicators	(such	as	the	Coping	Strategies	Index)	which	provide	a	“snapshop”	for	a	specific	point	in	time.	
The	ability	 to	generate	annual	projections	and	 forecast	 future	deficits	means	 that	HEA	 is	widely	used	 for	 food	
security	early	warning	systems.			
	
Using	the	standard	Livelihood	Impact	Analysis	Spreadsheet	(LIAS)	HEA	outcome	analysis	can	be	run	across	multiple	
livelihood	zones	simultaneous	and	can	support	both	humanitarian	and	development	program	decision	making:		

• Contingency	Planning:	by	running	an	HEA	outcome	analysis	based	on	rainfall	forecasts	before	the	start	of	
a	new	livelihood	year	/	season	to	develop	detailed	&	quantified	contingency	plans	

• Seasonal	Assessment:	by	running	an	HEA	outcome	analysis	based	on	field	work	soon	after	the	start	of	a	
new	livelihood	year	/	season	to	project	the	severity	of	food	insecurity	and	population	in	need.	

• Ration	 Size	&	Duration:	quantification,	 in	 cash	or	 food	 terms,	 the	 external	 assistance	 required	 to	meet	
households	food	&	livelihood	needs.				

• Geographic	&	Household	Targeting:	outcome	analysis	results	are	differentiated	by	livelihood	zone	&	wealth	
group	providing	evidence	of	geographic	priority	areas	and	household	characteristics	to	support	targeting	

• Resilience	 Analysis:	using	 historical	 data	 to	 quantify	 likely	 household	 deficits	 for	 common	 hazards	 and	
determine	proportionate	safety	net	transfers	and	/	or	income	targets	for	livelihood	strengthing.		

	
An	animated	summary	of	the	HEA	framework	is	available	at:	

http://foodeconomy.com/household-economy-analysis-services/hea-animation/	
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HEA Baseline: NG12 Fieldwork 
	
An	HEA	Baseline	involves	three	steps:	
	

1) Livelihood	zoning;	The	delineation	of	areas	within	which	people	share	broadly	 the	same	patterns	of	
livelihood		

2) A	 wealth	 breakdown;	 The	 grouping	 together	 of	 people	 using	 local	 definitions	 of	 wealth	 and	 the	
quantification	of	their	assets.	

3) Quantification	of	Livelihood	Strategies;	quantification	of	sources	of	food	and	income,	and	expenditure	
patterns,	for	households	in	each	wealth	group.	

	
A	full	HEA	baseline	typically	takes	about	4	weeks	to	complete	and	requires	a	team	of	about	8	people.	One	week	is	
typically	spent	training	the	team.	The	team	then	spends	about	two	weeks	collecting	data.	Fieldwork	involves	initial	
discussions	with	key	informants	at	a	district	or	regional	level	to	support	the	first	step	of	livelihood	zoning.	The	team	
subsequently	 focuses	 on	 community	 level	 interviews	 to	 collect	 information	 on	 wealth	 groups	 and	 livelihood	
strategies.	 Data	 is	 typically	 collected	 from	 8	 villages.	 In	 each	 village	 there	 will	 be	 two	 sets	 of	 interviews;	 a	
community	focus	group	to	determine	wealth	groups	and	individual	interviews	with	representatives	of	each	wealth	
group	to	determine	 livelihood	strategies	and	a	detailed	breakdown	of	households	sources	of	food,	 income	and	
expenditure.	The	final	week	is	spent	entering	and	analysing	data.	An	experienced	HEA	practitioner	is	required	to	
lead	this	whole	process.		The	Outcome	Analysis	would	typically	be	separate	exercise	from	the	baseline	and	requires	
an	addition	week	of	training	and	further	data	collection.	

	
	 Typical	HEA	Baseline	
Class-room	training	 6	days	
Field-work	 12	days	

Data	Collection	 8-12	Villages	
Period	of	Analysis	 Reference	Year		
Data	 Entry,	 Analysis	 &	
Report	Writing		

6	days	

TOTAL	 4	weeks	
	
	
The	NG	12	HEA	Baseline	fieldwork	was	conducted	in	May	&	June	of	2018.		

• Team	Leaders:	The	NG12	HEA	baseline	fieldwork	was	led	by	Abdou	Malam	Dodo.	Abdou	is	the	Regional	
Head	of	HEA	Unit	in	Save	the	Children	with	lots	of	experienced	HEA	baseline	and	outcome	analysis.	

• Team:	Abdou	Malam	Dodo	(SCI),	Isaac	Tarnongu	(SCI),	Musa	Lawan	(SCI),	Jashilagari	Godwin	(HUDA),	Alibe	
Abdulmuminu	(YIPDI),	Bulama	Dauda	(NPFS),	Mahmood	Bala	Umar	(Bauchi	SMOA),	Mercy	Haruna	(WFP),	
Yakubu	Abdulahi	(NCID).		

• Training:	14th	to	18th	of	May,	2018	
• Fieldwork:	21st	May	to	1st	June,	2018	
• Analysis:	4th	and	5th	of	June,	2018	
• Set-up	of	standard	HEA	BSS	&	LIAS	spreadsheets	by	The	Food	Economy	Group	(FEG)	
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Zone Description: NG12 Borno State 
	

The	 Northeast	 Millet,	 cowpea	 and	 Sesame	
livelihood	 zone	 is	 in	 Northern	 East	 Nigeria	
Occupying	the	West	to	East	border	stretch	with	
Niger	right	into	lake	Chad.	The	zone	covers	LGAs	
in	 Northern	 parts	 of	 Kebbi,	 Sokoto,	 Zamfara,	
Katsina,	 Kano,	 Yobe,	 Borno,	 and	 Central	 and	
Northern	Jigawa	States.	The	zone	is	found	in	the	
semi-arid	lowlands,	with	subtropical	climate	and	
is	characterised	by	savannah	vegetation	and	sand	
dunes	 in	 some	 parts.	 	 The	 zone	 has	 relatively	
fertile	 but	 sandy	 soils	 and	 receives	 relatively	
reliable	rainfall	of	400-700	mm/year	which	 falls	
between	May/June	 to	September/October.	The	
zone	 is	 moderately	 productive	 supporting	
production	of	 cereal	 crops	 (millet,	&	 sorghum),	
legumes	 (cowpea,	groundnut,	 and	 sesame)	and	
cash	 crops	 (pepper	 and	 roselle)	 which	 are	 the	
primary	livelihood	source	in	this	zone.	Off-season	market	gardening	is	common	with	production	of	tomatoes,	
onions	and	water	melons.		
The	success	or	failure	of	season	has	strong	implications	on	the	food	security	of	households.	Poor	households	
own	and	cultivate	smaller	pieces	of	land,	consequently	they	do	not	rely	on	own	production	to	meet	their	
annual	food	needs	as	they	must	purchase	food	for	most	of	the	year.	The	income	for	these	food	purchases	is	
obtained	 from	 on-farm	 and	 off-farm	 labour,	 though	 they	 earn	 some	 small	 income	 from	 crop	 sales	
particularly	during	the	first	couple	of	months	of	the	harvest	and	livestock	sales	(goats	and	chicken).		
Livestock	kept	under	communal	 free	grazing	 is	a	more	 important	source	of	 income	than	 in	neighbouring	
zones	(NG	10	and	NG11),	with	most	households	keeping	some	goats,	sheep	and	poultry;	middle	and	better-
off	households	can	afford	to	keep	more	livestock,	including	large	cattle	herds.	Better-off	households,	earn	a	
significant	portion	of	their	income	from	livestock	and	livestock	product	sales	which	compliments	incomes	
from	crops	sales.	The	better	off	can	produce	their	annual	food	needs	and	incomes	are	mostly	invested	in	
productive	inputs,	social	services	and	non-staple	food	expenditures	(cooking	oil,	sugar,	meat	and	pulses).	
	
The	baseline	assessment	refers	to	a	very	specific	 time	period	called	the	reference	year.	 In	the	Northeast	
Millet,	 Cowpea	 and	 Sesame	 Livelihood	 Zone	 the	 reference	 year	 covered	 the	 consumption	 period	 from	
September	2016	-	August	2017	
	
Livelihood	zoning	for	Nigeria,	including	North-Central	Maize,	Sorghum	&	Cotton	Livelihood	Zone	(NG10)	can	
be	access	on-line	from	the	FEWSnet	website	at:	http://fews.net/west-africa/nigeria/livelihood-zone-map/may-2014		
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Markets 
	
Staple	Food	Markets:	Maize	Households	from	all	wealth	groups	in	the	Northeast	Millet,	Cowpea	and	Sesame	
Livelihood	Zone	depend	on	the	market	for	the	purchase	of	the	majority	of	their	food	needs.	As	outlined	in	
the	Sources	of	Food	section	of	this	report,	Very	Poor	households	purchase	70%	of	their	minimum	food	needs	
and	Poor	households	purchase	80%	of	their	minimum	food	needs.		
	

%	of	Min.	Food	Needs	 Very	Poor	 Poor	 Middle	Income	 Better-Off	
Staple	Food	Purchase	 60%	 66%	 66%	 62%	
Non-Staple	 Food	
Purchase	

10%	 13%	 17%	 24%	

Total	Food	Purchases	 70%	 80%	 82%	 85%	
	
Maize,	 the	 staple	 grain,	 represents	 the	 majority	 of	 these	 food	 purchases;	 purchases	 of	 staple	 grain	
represents	 an	average	of	 38%	of	households	 food	needs	across	 all	wealth	 groups,	with	 relative	minimal	
variation	 between	 wealth	 groups.	 Sorghum	 is	 an	 important	 secondary	 grain,	 especially	 for	 poorer	
households,	representing	on	average	16%	of	food	needs	for	Very	Poor	&	Poor	households.	The	functioning	
of	 local	 cereals	markets	 is	 therefore	 of	 critical	 importance	 to	 the	 food	 security	 of	 Very	 Poor	 &	 Poor	
households;	an	 increase	 in	 the	price	of	cereals	can	have	a	significant	 impact	on	poorer	households	 food	
access.	
	
The	 primary	 supply	 of	 maize	 for	 the	Northeast	Millet,	 Cowpea	 and	 Sesame	 Livelihood	 Zone	 centres	 on	
wholesalers	in	Maiduguri	who	supply	local	traders	across	the	zone.	The	primary	supply	of	sorghum	for	the	
Northeast	Millet,	Cowpea	and	Sesame	Livelihood	Zone	is	from	the	North-Central	Maize,	Sorghum	&	Cotton	
Livelihood	Zone		(NG10)	in	Borno	state:	Biu,	Chibok,	Kwaya	Kusar.		
	
Income	Markets:	 Firewood	As	outlined	 in	 the	 Source	of	 Income	 section	of	 this	 report,	 local	markets	 for	
firewood	provide	the	primary	source	of	income	for	Very	Poor	&	Poor	households	in	this	zone;	Very	Poor	&	
Poor	 households	 earn	 45%	 -	 36%	of	 their	 cash	 income	 from	 firewood	 sales.	 There	 is	 a	 local	market	 for	
firewood,	with	 all	 wealth	 groups	 purchasing	 firewood	 in	 the	 reference	 year.	 There	 is	 also	 a	market	 for	
firewood	is	linked	to	demand	from	urban	centres	such	as	Maiduguri.	
	
Income	Markets:	Onions,	Water	Melon,	Sesame	&	Cowpeas	Crops	sales	 represent	 the	primary	source	of	
income	for	Middle	&	Better-off	households,	 representing	on	average	40%	of	total	cash	 income	for	these	
wealth	groups.	In	contrast,	Very	Poor	&	Poor	households	only	earn	about	20%	of	their	cash	income	from	
crop	 sales.	 For	Middle	&	Better-off	 households	 the	primary	 source	of	 Income	 from	crop	 sales	 is	onions,	
onions	alone	provide	50%	of	total	crop	income	for	Middle	income	households	and	34%	for	Better-off.	Water	
melon	and	sesame	are	key	cash	crops	for	Better-off	households.	Cowpeas	represents	a	key	cash	crop	for	
both	Middle	income	and	Better-off	households.	The	market	chain	for	these	cash	crops	is	from	local	markets	
such	as	Benisheik	and	Bama	which	are	aggregated	in	Maiduguri	for	onward	sale	to	key	urban	centres	in	the	
Country	such	as	Kano	and	Lagos.		
	
Income	Markets:	Livestock	Livestock	sales	are	an	important	secondary	source	of	income	for	Middle	&	Better-
off	households,	providing	on	average	23%	of	total	annual	cash	 income	for	these	two	wealth	groups.	The	
majority	 of	 livestock	 sales	 income	 comes	 from	 the	 sale	 of	 cattle	 for	 which	 Maidugri	 serves	 as	 a	 key	
aggregation	point.			
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Timeline and Reference Year 
	
The	baseline	assessment	refers	to	a	very	specific	 time	period	called	the	reference	year.	 In	the	Northeast	
Millet,	 Cowpea	 and	 Sesame	 Livelihood	 Zone	 the	 reference	 year	 covered	 the	 consumption	 period	 from	
September	2016	-	August	2017.	During	community	leader	interviews,	informants	were	asked	to	rank	the	last	
four	years	in	terms	of	seasonal	performance	with	‘1’	indicating	a	poor	season	and	‘5’	an	excellent	season.	
The	 table	 below,	 which	 summarizes	 the	 response	 of	 the	 community	 leaders,	 shows	 year	 quality	 by	
production	year	(which	starts	with	the	planting	period	in	June	/	July	and	ends	with	the	harvest	in	October	/	
November	/	December).	Thus,	the	production	year	of	2015,	for	example,	corresponds	to	the	consumption	
year	of	2015-16.		
	
As	shown	in	the	table,	the	2016	production	year	(which	corresponds	to	the	2016-17	reference	year)	was	
affected	by	Quelea	bird	 infestation	which	 led	to	below	average	harvests	of	 food	and	cash	crops.	All	 four	
previous	years	were	below	also	average.	
	 	
	
Production	
Year	 Rank	 Critical	Events	

2017	 3	 Early	cessation	of	rainfall	(shortage	of	rainfall)	

2016	 2	 Reference	Year:	Quelea	bird	infestation	

2015	 2	 Pest	infestation	

2014	 1	 Insurgency	attack	

2013	 1	 Insurgency	attack	

2012	 1	 Insurgency	attack	and	Pest	infestation	

	
5	=	an	excellent	season	for	household	food	security	(e.g.	due	to	good	rains,	good	prices,	good	crop	yields,	etc.)	
4	=	a	good	season	or	above	average	season	for	household	food	security	
3	=	an	average	season	in	terms	of	household	food	security	
2	=	a	below	average	season	for	household	food	security	
1	=	a	poor	season	(e.g.	due	to	drought,	flooding,	livestock	disease,	pest	attack)	for	household	food	security	
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Seasonal Calendar for Reference Year 
	
The	consumption	year	and	therefore	the	seasonal	calendar	in	this	livelihood	zone	begins	in	September	and	
ends	in	August	the	following	year.	The	consumption	year	begins	with	the	millet	harvest	at	the	beginning	of	
September.	This	is	followed	by	the		consumption	of	green	maize	&	groundnuts	in	mid	to	late	September,	as	
well	as	the	rice	harvest.	The	main	harvest	for	Maize,	Cowpeas,	Groundnuts	and	Sesame	begins	in	October	
and	last	two	months.	Sorghum	are	onions	are	typically	harvested	a	month	later	than	other	crops	with	the	
harvest	beginning	in	November.	These	harvest	months	at	the	end	of	the	calendar	year	are	also	associated	
with	peak	milk	production	and	higher	levels	of	cattle	and	goat	sales.	The	months	after	the	harvest,	January	
–	 March,	 when	 there	 is	 limited	 local	 demand	 for	 labour	 are	 associated	 with	 firewood	 sales	 which	 are	
particularly	important	source	of	income	for	poorer	households.	Land	preparation	begins	in	April	before	the	
onset	of	the	rains	 in	mid-May.	Once	rains	are	established	sowing	begins	 in	June.	July	and	August	are	the	
weeding	months,	requiring	long	days	of	work	in	the	field.	The	lean	season	and	associated	high	staple	prices	
occur	in	the	final	months	of	the	consumption	year,	June	–	August,	just	before	the	new	harvest	and	the	new	
consumption	year	begins	again	in	September.		
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Wealth Breakdown 

 
 

Note:	The	percentage	of	household	figures	represent	the	mid-point	of	a	range.	 
 

In	this	zone,	differences	in	wealth	are	determined	primarily	by	the	area	of	land	cultivated	by	a	household	
and	in	part	by	its	ownership	of	livestock	(as	this	relates	to	ability	to	cultivate	land).	Households	size	is	a	third	
differentiating	 factor,	 with	 wealthier	 households	 having	 a	 larger	 number	 of	 household	 members	 than	
poorer	households.	The	distribution	of	wealth	in	this	zone	is	relatively	uneven,	with	a	large	proportion	of	
the	population	falling	in	the	Very	Poor	&	Poor	wealth	groups.		
	
Poorer	households	together	comprise	more	than	two	thirds	of	all	the	households	in	the	zone.;	Very	poor	
(4%)	and	Poor	(27%).	Middle	(18%)	and	better	off	(11%)	households	combined	represent	just	under	one	
third	of	the	population.	There	are	significant	differences	in	land	area	cultivated	within	this	zone.	Poorer	
households	 cultivate	 0.5	 –	 3	 ha	 of	 land,	 while	 wealthier	 households	 cultivate	 4	 –	 7	 ha	 of	 land.	 These	
differences	 in	 land	 area	 cultivated	 have	 implications	 for	 households’	 sources	 of	 food,	 income	 and	
expenditure	as	detailed	in	subsequent	sections	of	this	report.		
	
Better-off	households	cultivate	between	5	to	7	ha	of	land,	own	13	–	17-	cattle,	along	with	25	–	45	smaller	
livestock	(sheep	&	goats).	Better-off	households	represent	11%	of	households	in	the	zone	and	typically	have	
a	household	size	of	10	–	14.		
	
Middle-income	households	cultivate	4	–	7	hectares	of	land,	own	4	–	6	cattle	(including	oxen)	and	15	–	18	
small	livestock	(sheep	&	goats).	Middle	households	represent	18%	of	households	in	the	zone	and	typically	
have	a	household	size	of	9	–	14.		
	
Poor	households	cultivate	1	–	3	hectares	of	land,	but	do	not	own	any	cattle	and	only	have	6	–	10	goats.	Poor	
households	represent	27%	of	households	in	the	zone	and	typically	have	a	household	size	of	9	–	14.			
	
Very	Poor	households	cultivate	0.5	–	1.5	hectares	of	land,	but	do	not	own	any	cattle	and	only	have	1	–	3	
goats.	Very	Poor	households	represent	44%	of	households	in	the	zone	and	typically	have	a	household	size	
of	9	–	14.			
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2	 Livelihoods	 at	 the	 Limit:	 Food	 Security	 in	 a	 Changing	 World.	 FEG	 &	 Save	 the	 Children.	 2013	 available	 at	 http://foodeconomy.com/wp-
content/uploads/2016/02/Food-Security-in-a-Changing-World-Save-the-Children-and-Food-Economy-Group-Oct-13.pdf		

	

	
	
It	is	illustrative	to	compare	the	wealth	breakdown	in	the	Northeast	Millet,	Cowpea	and	Sesame	Livelihood	
Zone	with	typical	wealth	breakdowns.	A	2013	analysis	of	all	available	rural	HEA	baselines	shows	that	on	
average	just	under	50%	of	the	rural	population	falls	into	the	Very	Poor	and	Poor	wealth	groups,	with	the	
Very	Poor	representing	under	20%	and	the	Poor	almost	30%2.	We	see	a	very	different	distribution	in	the	
Northeast	Millet,	Cowpea	and	Sesame	Livelihood	Zone	with	the	Very	Poor	alone	representing	44%	of	all	
households.		
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Sources of Food 
	
The	 graph	 to	 the	 right	 presents	 the	
sources	 of	 food	 for	 households	 in	
different	 wealth	 groups	 in	 the	
livelihood	 zone	 for	 the	 period	
September	 2016	 -	 August	 2017.	
September	 represents	 the	 start	 of	
the	 consumption	 year	 because	 it	 is	
when	people	begin	to	consume	their	
harvest	and	 it	marks	 the	end	of	 the	
hunger	period.	Food	is	presented	as	
a	 percentage	 of	 2,100	 kcal	 per	
person	 per	 day	 for	 the	 12-month	
period.	 This	 was	 considered	 an	
average	 year	 for	 crop	 production	
but	 there	 was	 widespread	 conflict	
across	Borno	State.	

	

	
In	 the	 graph,	 food	 access	 is	 expressed	 as	 a	 percentage	 of	 minimum	 food	
requirements,	taken	as	an	average	food	energy	intake	of	2,100	kcals	/	person	/	day.	

Households	in	this	zone	obtain	their	food	primarily	from	market	purchases.	Market	purchases	represent	on	average	
79%	 of	 households’	minimum	 food	 requirements	 and	 there	 are	 relatively	minor	 differences	 between	 the	 four	
wealth	 groups	 with	 the	 proportion	 ranging	 from	 70%	 for	 the	 Very	 Poor	 to	 85%	 for	 the	 Better-off.	 Own	 crop	
production	only	provides	on	average	29%	of	households’	minimum	food	requirements	and	again	the	differences	
are	relatively	minor	between	wealth	groups	ranging	from	20%	for	the	Very	Poor	to	37%	for	the	Better-off.	Food	aid	
contribution	on	average	9%	to	the	household	economy	of	the	Very	Poor,	Poor	and	Middle	income	households	in	
the	 reference	year.	 It	 is	 important	 to	note	 that	Very	Poor	households	would	not	have	been	able	 to	meet	 their	
minimum	food	energy	requirements	without	access	to	this	food	aid.		
	
	
	
Own	Food	Consumption:	Grains		
	
Millet	&	Sorghum	were	of	similar	 importance	 in	terms	of	both	production	and	contribution	to	households’	 food	
requirements.	In	the	reference	year,	households	produced	on	average	343kg	of	sorghum	and	319kg	of	millet	but	
poorer	 households	 produced	 more	 millet	 than	 sorghum,	 while	 wealthier	 households	 produced	 slightly	 more	
sorghum	 than	millet.	 Poor	 households	 produced	 162kg	 of	 sorghum	 and	 228kg	 of	millet,	 while	Middle	 income	
households	produced	421kg	of	sorghum	and	310kg	of	millet.		
	
Poorer	households	did	not	sell	any	of	their	sorghum	in	the	reference	year,	but	did	sell	a	small	proportion	of	their	
millet	harvest	(13%	on	average).	Wealthier	households	sold	about	30%	of	both	their	sorghum	and	millet	harvest.	
After	 sales,	households’	own	consumption	of	 sorghum	contributed	 to	on	average	8%	each	of	 households’	 food	
requirements	in	the	reference	year,	and	millet	provided	a	similar	contribution.		
	
Maize	is	a	minor	crop	in	the	Northeast	Millet,	Cowpea	and	Sesame	Livelihood	Zone.	Very	Poor	households	do	not	
cultivate	maize	and	it	only	accounts	for	3%	of	households’’	minimum	food	requirements	for	Poor	&	Middle	income	
households	and	8%	for	Better-off	households.	Green	consumption	of	maize	before	the	main	harvest	contributed	an	
additional	1%	for	all	wealth	groups.		
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	 Very	Poor	 Poor	 Middle	Income	 Better-Off	
Sorghum	
Production	(kg)	 104	 162	 421	 684	
Own	Consumption	(kg)	 84	 114	 273	 304	
Kcals	(%)	 5%	 6%	 11%	 12%	
Millet	
Production	(kg)	 196	 228	 310	 540	
Own	Consumption	(kg)	 130	 160	 200	 223	
Kcals	(%)	 8%	 8%	 9%	 9%	
Maize	
Production	(kg)	 0	 50	 150	 243	
Own	Consumption	(kg)	 0	 50	 81	 203	
Kcals	(%)	 0%	 3%	 3%	 8%	
Total	Kcal	for	Own	Food	
Consumption:	Grains	

14%	 18%	 25%	 30%	

	
Own	Food	Consumption:	Pulses	
	
Two	primary	pulses	are	produced	by	households	from	all	wealth	groups	in	this	zone;	cowpeas	&	groundnuts.	While	
there	is	a	relatively	even	split	between	the	production	of	the	main	grains	(sorghum	&	millet),	pulse	production	is	
dominated	 by	 cowpeas	which	 are	 produced	 in	 significantly	 larger	 quantities	 than	 groundnuts.	 However,	 unlike	
grains,	the	majority	of	pulses	are	sold	rather	than	consumed.	As	such	consumption	of	own	grown	pulses	make	a	
relatively	minor	 contribution	 to	 households’	 total	 food	 energy	 requirements.	 Together	 the	 two	 types	 of	 pulses	
grown,	contributed	on	average	3%	to	household	food	requirements	in	the	reference	year.			
	
	 Very	Poor	 Poor	 Middle	Income	 Better-Off	
Cowpeas	 	 	 	 	
Production	(kg)	 216	 281	 446	 656	
Own	Consumption	(kg)	 76	 88	 109	 126	
Kcals	(%)	 4%	 4%	 4%	 5%	
Groundnuts	
Production	(kg)	 53	 70	 140	 140	
Own	Consumption	(kg)	 23	 19	 46	 42	
Kcals	(%)	 2%	 2%	 3%	 3%	
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Food	Purchases:	All	households	 in	this	zone	rely	primarily	on	the	market	to	purchase	the	majority	of	their	 food	
needs.	In	the	reference	year	households	purchased	on	average	79%	of	their	minimum	food	needs	from	the	market	
and	this	amount	remained	relatively	constant	across	all	wealth	groups	ranging	from	70%	for	the	Very	Poor	to	85%	
for	the	Better-off.	The	percentage	contribute	of	food	purchases	to	minimum	food	needs	increases	slightly	as	you	
move	up	the	wealth	spectrum	but	due	to	difference	in	total	household	income	the	absolute	value	increases	more	
significantly;	from	N.~200,000	for	the	Very	Poor	to	N.~500,000	for	the	Better-off.	In	the	reference	year	purchases	
of	staple	gains	represent	on	average	63%	of	households’	total	food	needs	and	non-staples	represented	on	average	
16%.	Again,	these	percentages	remained	relatively	constant	across	wealth	groups	but	the	absolute	value	increased	
in-line	with	increases	in	total	households’	income.		
	
	
	 Very	Poor	 Poor	 Middle	Income	 Better-Off	
Staple	Food	Purchase	 	 	 	 	
Naira	Value	(annual)	 152,901	 196,827	 251,936	 286,132	
%	of	Min.	Food	Needs	 60%	 66%	 66%	 62%	
Non-Staple	 Food	
Purchase	

	 	 	 	

Naira	Value	(annual)	 46,208	 70,267	 112,768	 234,334	
%	of	Min.	Food	Needs	 10%	 13%	 17%	 24%	
Total	Food	Purchases	 	 	 	 	
Naira	Value	(annual)	 199,109	 267,094	 364,704	 520,467	
%	of	Min.	Food	Needs	 70%	 80%	 82%	 85%	

	
	
The	purchase	of	maize	was	the	most	 import	staple	food	purchase.	 In	the	reference	year,	the	purchase	of	maize	
alone	represented	on	average	38%	of	households’	minimum	food	requirements,	with	relatively	little	variation	across	
wealth	groups;	Very	Poor:	38%,	Poor:	40%,	Middle:	39%,	Better-off:	33%.	Rice	was	the	second	most	important	staple	
food	 purchase,	 representing	 14%	 of	 households’	 annual	 food	 requirements.	 However,	 unlike	maize,	 there	was	
significant	variation	in	the	purchase	of	rice	between	wealth	groups	with	rice	purchases	representing	24%	of		Better-
off	household	food	requirements	but	other	wealth	groups	only	purchased	11%	on	average.			
	
Sorghum	purchases	represented	a	similar	proportion	of	households’	 food	requirements	to	rice:	11%	on	average	
across	all	wealth	groups.	However,	unlike	rice,	sorghum	was	purchased	in	greater	quantities	by	poorer	households	
with	the	Very	Poor	&	Poor	households	purchasing	on	average	16%	of	their	annual	food	needs	from	sorghum	but	
Better-off	households	only	purchased	3%	of	their	food	needs	from	sorghum.		
	
Non-staples	 represented	on	average	16%	of	household	 food	 requirements	across	all	wealth	groups.	Non-staple	
foods	included;	beans,	sugar,	oil	and	a	small	quantity	of	spaghetti.		
	

Food	Aid	

In	the	reference	year	household	from	all	wealth	groups	apart	from	the	Better-off	received	food	aid.	On	average	
food	aid	represented	9%	of	household’s	food	requirements,	ranging	from	12%	for	the	Very	Poor	to	7%	to	Middle	
income	households.	 It	 is	 important	 to	note	 that	Very	Poor	households	would	not	have	been	able	 to	meet	 their	
minimum	food	energy	requirements	without	access	to	this	food	aid.	
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Sources of Cash Income 
	
	
The	 graph	 above	 shows	 sources	 of	 cash	
income	for	 the	 reference	year	 (September	
2016	-	August	2017).	 	The	graph	highlights	
two	 fundamental	 difference	 between	
wealth	groups;		
	
1. The	 significant	 difference	 in	 total	 cash	

income	 between	 the	 wealth	 groups,	
and		

2. The	 importance	of	different	sources	of	
income	with	crop	sales	being	the	most	
important	 source	 of	 income	 for	
wealthier	 households	 and	 self-
employment	being	the	most	important	
source	 of	 cash	 income	 for	 poorer	
households.	

	
	

The	 graph	 provides	 a	 breakdown	 of	 total	 annual	 cash	 income	 in	 Nigerian	
Naira	according	to	income	source.	

	
INCOME	SUMMARY	TABLE	(in	Nigerian	Naira)	
Wealth	group	 Very	poor	 Poor	 Middle	 Better	off	
Annual	 income	
per	household		 317,360	 465,312	 899,271	 1,530,218	

	
A	fundamental	difference	in	wealth	is	demonstrated	in	cash	income	from	crop	sales:	those	in	the	top	two	wealth	
groups	were	able	to	generate	sufficient	cash	amounts	in	the	reference	year	from	their	on-farm	activities	alone;	but	
those	in	the	bottom	two	groups	needed	to	supplement	their	on-farm	sources	with	casual	labour	sales	(primarily	in	
agriculture)	and	self-employment	activities.	This	 relates	back	 to	 the	differences	 in	productive	assets	owned	and	
utilized	by	the	different	wealth	groups.	Poorer	households	are	not	able	to	cultivate	enough	land,	and	do	not	own	
enough	livestock,	to	enable	them	to	be	‘self-sufficient’	in	terms	of	their	production.		
	
	 Very	Poor	 Poor	 Middle	Income	 Better-Off	
Crop	Sales		 50,060	 107,246	 325,621	 670,318	
%	 16%	 23%	 36%	 44%	
Livestock	Product	
Sales	

	 	 47,200	 93,200	

%	 	 	 5%	 6%	
Livestock	Sales	 3,500	 37,450	 241,750	 287,900	
%	 1%	 8%	 27%	 19%	
Local	Labour	 81,800	 58,600	 	 	
%	 26%	 13%	 	 	
Self-employment		 182,000	 262,016	 104,700	 225,800	
%	 57%	 56%	 12%	 15%	
Petty	Trade	 	 	 180,000	 253,000	
%	 	 	 20%	 17%	
Total	Cash	Income	 317,360	 465,312	 899,271	 1,530,218	
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Crop	Sales:	Crop	sales	are	an	increasingly	important	as	a	source	of	cash	as	you	move	up	the	wealth	spectrum;	crop	
sales	account	for	17%	-	25%	of	total	cash	income	for	the	Very	Poor	&	Poor	but	this	increases	to	36%	for	the	Middle	
and	44%	for	the	Better-off.	Middle	and	Better	off	households	cultivate	almost	3	times	more	land	than	poor	and	very	
poor	households,	which	allows	them	to	sell	more	of	their	production	while	still	meeting	a	large	portion	of	their	food	
needs.		
	
The	 proportions	 of	 crop	 sales	 income	 from	 different	 types	 of	 crops	 varies	 across	 wealth	 groups;	 Very	 Poor	
households	earn	the	majority	of	their	crop	sales	income	from	the	sale	of	food	crops,	while	cash	crops	provide	the	
majority	of	crop	sales	income	for	Poor,	Middle	&	Better-off	households.	The	majority	of	food	crop	sales	come	from	
cowpeas	and	to	a	lesser	extent	groundnuts,	while	sales	of	staple	food	crops	(maize,	sorghum,	millet)	are	a	minor	
source	of	income.	Cowpea	sales	are	particularly	important	for	Very	Poor	&	Poor	households	representing	39%	&	
28%	of	their	total	crop	sales	income	respectively.	Sesame	is	the	most	important	cash	crop	for	Very	Poor	households,	
providing	36%	of	total	crop	sales	income,	but	for	other	wealth	groups	represents	14%	on	average.	For	Poor,	Middle	
&	Better-off	households	the	most	important	cash	crop	is	onions;	onions	alone	provide	50%	of	crop	sales	income	for	
Middle	income	households.			
	
	 Very	Poor	 Poor	 Middle	Income	 Better-Off	
Maize	
Production	(kg)	 0	 50	 150	 243	
Sales	(kg)	 0	 0	 54	 0	
Income	 	 	 N.5,994	 	
Sorghum	
Production	(kg)	 104	 162	 421	 684	
Sales	(kg)	 0	 0	 97	 280	
Income	 	 	 N.10,767	 N.31,080	
Cowpeas	
Production	(kg)	 216	 281	 446	 656	
Sales	(kg)	 108	 163	 297	 460	
Income	 N.19,656	 N.29,666	 N.57,321	 N.88,780	
Millet	 	 	 	 	
Production	(kg)	 196	 228	 310	 540	
Sales	(kg)	 38	 40	 65	 224	
Income	 N.4,218	 N.4,440	 N.8,450	 N.29,120	
Groundnuts	
Production	(kg)	 53	 70	 140	 140	
Sales	(kg)	 26	 40	 77	 80	
Income	 N.7,436	 N.11,440	 N.30,800	 N.32,000	

	
Sesame	
Production	(kg)	 102	 108	 147	 574	
Income	 N.17,850	 N.18,900	 N.27,489	 N.107,338	
Onion	
Production	(kg)	 	 4	 18	 23	
Income	 	 N.32,000	 N.162,000	 N.230,000	
Tomatoes	
Production	(kg)	 	 9	 19	 26	
Income	 	 N.10,800	 N.22,800	 N.31,200	
Watermelon	
Production	(kg)	 	 	 	 1208	
Income	 	 	 	 N.120,800	
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Local	Labour,	Self-employment	&	Petty	Trade:	Very	Poor	&	Poor	households,	because	they	have	much	 less	cash	
income	from	crop	sales	turn	instead	to	manual	labour	and	self-employment.	Firewood	sales	was	the	single	most	
important	source	of	cash	for	Very	Poor	&	Poor	households	and	it	provided	them	a	third	of	their	total	annual	cash	
income	 in	 the	 reference	year	 (Very	Poor:	42%,	Poor:	33%).	Agricultural	 labour	was	also	an	 important	 source	of	
income	 providing	 almost	 a	 quarter	 of	 Very	 Poor	 households	 total	 annual	 cash	 income.	 Very	 Poor	 households	
generate	15%	of	their	total	income	from	self-employment,	primarily	handicrafts	(cap	making).	Poor	households	earn	
24%	 of	 their	 total	 income	 from	 self-employment,	 from	 both	 handicrafts	 &	 tailoring.	 Petty	 trade	 represents	 an	
important	source	of	income	for	Middle	and	Better-off	households.	The	high	dependence	of	poorer	households	on	
firewood	sales	is	directly	linked	to	insecurity	and	reduced	access	to	farmland.	
	
	 Very	Poor	 Poor	 Middle	Income	 Better-Off	
Labour	 	 	 	 	
Agricultural	Labour	 65,800	 58,600	 	 	
%	of	Total	Income	 21%	 13%	 	 	
Construction	Labour		 16,000	 	 	 	
%	of	Total	Income	 5%	 	 	 	
Self-employment		 	 	 	 	
Firewood	 133,000	 152,000	 	 	
%	of	Total	Income	 42%	 33%	 	 	
Self-employment	 49,000	 109,500	 104,700	 225,800	
%	of	Total	Income	 15%	 24%	 12%	 15%	
Petty	Trade	 	 	 180,000	 253,000	
%	of	Total	Income	 	 	 20%	 17%	

	
Livestock	Sales	livestock	sales	a	relatively	minor	source	of	income	for	Very	Poor	&	Poor	households,	but	represent	
the	 second	 most	 important	 source	 of	 income	 after	 crop	 sales	 for	 Middle	 &	 Better-off	 households.	 Very	 Poor	
households	only	source	of	income	from	livestock	sales	is	from	the	sale	of	goats.	Poor	households	sell	goats,	sheep	
and	Chickens.	Middle	&	Better-off	households	also	generate	income	from	the	sale	of	cattle.		
	
	 Very	Poor	 Poor	 Middle	Income	 Better-Off	
Cattle	Owned	 	 	 	 	
Cattle	Sold	 	 	 2	 2	

Cattle	Income	 	 	 N.160,000	 N.160,000	
Goats	Owned	 	 	 	 	
Goats	Sold	 0.5	 1	 3	 4	

Goat	Income	 N.3,500	 N.7,000	 N.30,000	 N.40,000	
Sheep	Owned	 	 	 	 	

Sheep	Sold	 0	 1.5	 2.5	 3	
Sheep	Income	 	 N.27,450	 N.45,750	 N.67,500	

Chicken	(no	sold)	 	 4	 5	 7	
Chicken	Income	 	 N.3,000	 N.6,000	 N.20,400	
Total	Livestock	

Income	
N.3,500	 N.37,450	 N.241,750	 N.287,900	
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Expenditure Patterns 
	
The	 expenditure	 graph	 to	 the	 right	
presents	 expenditure	 patterns	 for	
the	reference	year	(September	2016	
-	 August	 2017).	 	 While	 absolute	
expenditure	increases	with	wealth	in	
line	 with	 total	 cash	 income,	 the	
expenditure	 breakdown	 by	 percent	
in	 this	 graph	 shows	 the	 relative	
amount	of	income	spent	on	different	
categories		
	
Households	 need	 to	 spend	 money	
throughout	 the	 year	 on	 a	 range	 of	
goods	 and	 services.	 These	 include:	
staple	 and	 non-staple	 food,	
household	 items,	 productive	 inputs,	
social	 services	 like	 schooling	 and	
health	as	well	as	clothing	and	other	

 

	
The	 graph	 provides	 a	 breakdown	 of	 total	 annual	 cash	 expenditure	 according	 to	
category	of	expenditure	

miscellaneous	items.		
	
EXPENDITURE	 Very	Poor	 Poor	 Middle	Income	 Better-Off	
Staple	Food	 152,901	 196,827	 251,936	 286,132	
Non-Staple	Food	 46,208	 70,267	 112,768	 234,334	
HH	items	 45,709	 66,076	 97,248	 131,510	
Water	 20,496	 20,496	 32,760	 61,920	
Agric.	Inputs	 11,578	 31,803	 215,100	 379,255	
Social	Services	 7,031	 7,488	 16,207	 47,000	
Clothes	 9,250	 16,600	 35,125	 52,857	
Tax	 	 	 	 5,200	
Gifts	 	 	 	 3,000	
Other	 23,740	 47,364	 83,100	 143,500	

	
Relative	 expenditure	 on	 staple	 food	 decreases	 as	 we	 move	 up	 the	 wealth	 spectrum.	 In	 other	 words,	 poorer	
households	have	to	spend	a	larger	portion	of	their	annual	cash	just	to	meet	basic	food	needs.	Even	in	a	normal	year	
like	the	reference	year,	Very	Poor	&	Poor	households	devoted	on	average	almost	46%	of	their	expenditure	to	staple	
foods	(Very	Poor:	48%,	Poor:	43%).	In	comparison	Middle	&	Better-off	households	spent	on	average	26%	of	their	
income	on	staple	foods	(Middle:	30%,	Better-off:	121%).	Very	Poor	&	Poor	households	spend	15%	of	their	income	
on	non-staple	foods.	Middle	&	Better-off	households	spend	a	similar	proportion	of	their	income	on	non-staple	foods	
(13%	-	15%),	but	in	absolute	terms	this	represents	a	much	large	cash	expenditure.			
	
Expenditure	on	agricultural	inputs	increase	substantially	as	you	move	up	the	wealth	spectrum,	in	both	relative	and	
absolute	terms.	This	category	includes	spending	on	livestock	drugs,	seeds	and	tools,	labour	and	livestock	purchase.	
Very	Poor	&	Poor	households	were	only	able	to	allocate	4%	-	7%	of	their	annual	expenditure	to	productive	inputs.	
Middle	&	Better-off	households	in	comparison	spent	24-25%	of	their	cash	on	their	various	productive	activities.	In	
absolute	terms,	wealthier	households	spent	on	average	more	than	10	times	more	on	inputs	than	poorer	households.	
In	 the	 reference	 year,	 Middle	 &	 Better	 off	 households	 largest	 agricultural	 expenditure	 was	 on	 labour	 which	
accounted	 for	 29%	 -	 23%	 of	 their	 expenditure	 on	 agricultural	 inputs.	 These	wealthier	 households	 also	 spent	 a	
significant	proportion	of	their	agriculture	inputs	budget	on	ploughing	(14%	-	21%)	and	livestock	purchases	(18%	-	
16%).	While	 the	 absolute	 amount	 of	 cash	 spent	was	much	 smaller,	 Very	 Poor	 households	 spent	 a	much	 larger	
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proportion	of	their	budget	on	fertilizer	&	pesticides,	close	to	40%	of	their	total	inputs	expenditure.	These	poorest	
households	spent	an	additional	21%	on	seeds.	It	is	important	to	note	that	the	expenditure	of	wealthier	households	
on	labour	is	reflected	in	the	income	that	poorer	households	earn	from	local	labour.			
	
AGRIC.	INPUTS	 Very	Poor	 Poor	 Middle	Income	 Better-Off	
Animal	drugs	  1,100 	  2,943 	  6,800 	  12,688 	
Water	for	Animals	    10,800   18,000  
Ploughing	  -   	  1,000 	  30,800 	  80,000 	
Seeds	  2,375 	  3,400 	  5,480 	  10,000 	
Fertilizer	  2,500 	  5,000 	  15,800 	  29,667 	
Pesticides	  2,386 	  3,240 	  10,800 	  22,500 	
Labour	 	 	  62,500 	  86,600 	
Livestock	purchase	 	 	  38,000 	  60,000 	
Other	  1,500 	  14,120 	  42,000 	  72,000 	
Tools	  1,717 	  2,100 	  2,920 	  5,800 	

	
	
Household	Items	(HH	items)	includes	basic	household	necessities,	such	as	tea,	salt,	soap,	grinding	services,	firewood	
and	utensils.	Within	this	category,	all	wealth	groups	spent	the	most	money	on	firewood.	Firewood	alone	comprised	
on	average	32%	of	expenditure	on	household	items.	Soap	was	another	important	expenditure	items	for	all	wealth	
groups	which	account	for	on	average	22%	of	household	item	expenditure.	On	an	annual	basis,	spending	on	basic	
household	goods,	which	occurred	in	weekly	or	daily	 incremental	outlays,	accounted	for	on	average	13%	of	total	
expenditure	across	all	wealth	groups.		
	
In	 this	 zone	 households	 purchase	water	 for	 human	 consumption.	 This	 represents	 on	 average	 5%	 of	 household	
expenditure	across	all	wealth	groups.	In	absolute	terms	expenditure	is	3	times	higher	for	the	Better-off	households	
in	comparison	to	the	poorer	households.		
	
Households	also	spent	money	on	education	and	medical	services,	which	are	shown	on	the	graph	as	‘social	services’.	
As	a	proportion	of	total	income,	expenditure	on	health	&	education	remained	relatively	constant	across	the	wealth	
groups	ranging	from	2%	-3%.	However,	in	absolute	terms,	as	show	in	the	table	below	wealthier	households	spend	
significantly	more.		
	
	
SOCIAL	SERVICES	 Very	Poor	 Poor	 Middle	Income	 Better-Off	
HH	size	 8	 9	 11	 12	
School	 	3,843		 	4,300		 	8,093		 	25,571		
Medicine	 	3,188		 	3,188		 	8,114		 	21,429		

	
Spending	on	clothes	and	other	miscellaneous	 items	are	 the	 last	 two	categories	 included	here.	These	categories	
represent	discretionary	 spending	 that	 can	be	 reduced	or	 redirected	 in	bad	years	 to	buy	more	essential	 items	 if	
necessary.	 In	 absolute	 terms,	 those	 at	 the	 upper	 end	 of	 the	 wealth	 spectrum	 have	 the	most	 available	 in	 this	
discretionary	budget;	and	because	the	reference	year	was	an	average	good	year,	the	two	bottom	wealth	groups	
have	more	in	this	budget	than	they	would	in	a	bad	year.		
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Household Livelihood Protection Score: HLPS 
	
In	an	HEA	analysis	Total	Income	is	a	composite	of	food	and	cash	income.	It	adds	up	all	the	sources	of	food	and	all	
the	sources	of	cash	income	households	generate	in	the	reference	year	and	uses	either	a	food	or	cash	equivalent	
to	express	the	total	value.	The	total	income	amount	is	a	more	complete	representation	of	‘real’	income	than	cash	
income	alone,	especially	in	areas	where	people	produce	a	significant	proportion	of	their	own	food.		
	
Total	income	tells	us	how	much	people	are	able	to	generate,	but	in	order	to	understand	what	this	means	in	terms	
of	 livelihood	 security,	 we	 also	 need	 to	 know	 the	 cost	 of	 maintaining	 their	 livelihood.	 This	 is	 shown	 by	 the	
Livelihoods	Protection	Threshold.	The	Livelihoods	Protection	Threshold	is	the	cost	of	covering	minimum	food	and	
non-food	 requirements	 for	 the	household,	 including	 the	 total	 cost	of	 covering	minimum	survival	 requirements	
(such	as	food,	basic	hygiene	and	food	preparation	costs)	as	well	as	the	cost	of	maintaining	livelihoods	(productive	
input	costs,	education	costs,	health	costs	
and	 basic	 household	 items).	 By	
comparing	these	costs	with	total	income	
we	 have	 a	 sense	 of	 how	 resilient	
households	are	to	an	economic	shock.	If	
households	have	almost	no	gap	between	
their	 total	 income	 and	 their	 Livelihoods	
Protection	costs,	any	small	disruption	 in	
cash	 or	 food	 income	 can	 result	 in	 a	
deficit.	 A	 bigger	 gap	 between	 total	
income	 and	 the	 Livelihoods	 Protection	
Threshold	means	households	will	tend	to	
be	 far	 more	 resilient	 in	 the	 face	 of	
shocks.	 We	 can	 compare	 the	 levels	 of	
reference	 year	 livelihoods	 security	 for	 all	 wealth	 groups	 across	multiple	 livelihood	 zones	 by	 using	 a	 standard	
livelihoods	protection	score.	This	is	another	way	of	expressing,	with	one	number,	the	information	contained	in	the	
graphic	above,	essentially	showing	the	size	of	the	‘gap’.	It	is	calculated	by	dividing	a	household’s	total	income	in	
the	reference	year	by	the	Livelihoods	Protection	Threshold	for	that	household	in	the	same	year.	The	Household	
Livelihoods	Protection	Score	(HLPS)	is	essentially	a	ratio	of	what	households	generate	in	cash	and	food	income	in	
the	reference	year	to	what	they	need	in	order	to	cover	all	their	survival	and	livelihood	requirements.	A	score	above	
1	means	households	are	able	to	cover	their	livelihood	protection	needs.	The	closer	to	1	you	get,	the	less	of	a	‘buffer’	
the	household	has.		

	
HLPS	 Very	Poor	 Poor	 Middle	Income	 Better-Off	
Baseline	Total	Income	 369,642	 532,594	 1,017,034	 1,678,493	
Total	 Survival	 &	
Livelihood	Thresholds	 352,847	 412,747	 657,462	 903,988	
HLPS		 1.05	 1.29	 1.55	 1.86	
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Outcome Analysis 
	
The	 HEA	Outcome	 Analysis	 investigates	 how	 household	 food	 and	 income	 changes	 in	 reaction	 to	 a	 hazard	 (or	
positive	change).	It	begins	with	translating	the	hazard	into	changes	in	the	quantity	and	price	of	households’	source	
of	food,	income	&	expenditure	which	is	done	through	developing	a	problem	specification	comparing	current	prices	
and	 quantities	 to	 their	 values	 in	 the	 reference	 year	when	 the	 baseline	was	 conducted.	Developing	 a	 problem	
specification	typically	involves	compiling	primary	data	collected	during	seasonal	assessments	and	secondary	data	
from	official	monitoring	systems.	Next,	households’	coping	capacity	is	analysed	based	on	the	data	collected	during	
the	baseline,	this	assesses	the	ability	of	households	to	respond	to	the	hazard.	This	information	in	addition	to	the	
HEA	baseline	provides	the	Outcome,	which	predicts	the	effect	of	hazards	on	households’	access	to	food.	The	results	
are	broken	down	into	two	thresholds:	
	

• Survival	Threshold-	is	the	total	income	required	by	households	to	cover	2,100kcal	per	person	per	day	(from	
the	cheapest	available	staple	grain),	as	well	as	cost	associated	with	food	preparation	and	consumption	(i.e.	
firewood,	salt,	soap,	etc.)	and	expenditure	on	water	for	human	consumption.	If	households	cannot	cover	
these	costs,	an	intervention	to	save	lives	should	be	launched.		
	

• Livelihood	Protection	Threshold	–	is	the	total	income	required	to	sustain	livelihoods,	this	includes	the	cost	
of	the	survival	threshold,	as	well	as	expenditure	to	maintain	access	to	basic	services	(medical,	schooling,	
etc.),	maintain	productive	activities	(agricultural	 inputs,	animal	drugs,	feeds,	etc.)	and	as	well	support	a	
locally	acceptable	standard	of	living	(sugar,	tea,	coffee,	etc.).	If	households	cannot	cover	these	costs,	an	
intervention	 to	 protect	 existing	 livelihood	 assets	 should	 be	 launched.	 It	 is	 important	 to	 note	 that	 the	
livelihood	protection	threshold	is	calculated	based	on	actual	household	expenditure	in	the	reference	year	
and	therefore	varies	by	wealth	group.		

 
HEA	outcome	analysis	provides	a	detailed	modelling	of	the	total	food	or	cash	requirements	needed	to	meet	the	
minimum	 food	 energy	 requirements	 (i.e.	 2,100	 Kcal)	 of	 households	 in	 different	 wealth	 groups.	 In	 order	 to	
determine	the	appropriate	levels	of	external	assistance	that	are	required	to	protect	households’	food	access	and	
livelihood	assets	the	model	is	based	on	the	assumption	that	households	prioritize	meeting	their	minimum	food	
energy	requirement	over	other	expenditure	and	that	they	avoid	the	use	of	destructive	coping	mechanisms	(i.e.	the	
model	‘enables	households	to	sell	some	livestock	but	not	all	their	livestock).		
	
When	an	HEA	Outcome	Analysis	is	conducted	for	multiple	Livelihood	Zones	using	the	Livelihood	Integrated	Analysis	
Spread-sheet	(LIAS)	the	model	determines	not	only	the	food	or	cash	requirements	of	a	typical	household	but	it	
also	calculates	the	total	food	or	cash	required	to	meet	the	minimum	food	energy	requirements	for	the	population	
of	specific	districts	/	regions.	The	LIAS	also	automatically	calculates	the	IPC	Phase	of	household	facing	a	deficit.	
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Survival & Livelihood Protection Thresholds 
	
The	table	below	shows	the	absolute	values	of	the	Survival	and	Livelihood	Protection	Thresholds	for	the	Northeast	
Millet,	Cowpea	and	Sesame	Livelihood	Zone	 (NG12)	 in	the	reference	year.	Any	changes	 in	prices	 in	subsequent	
years	will	affect	the	value	of	these	thresholds.		
	
Thresholds	 Very	Poor	 Poor	 Middle	Income	 Better-Off	
HH	size	 8	 9	 11	 12	
Survival	 312,276	 349,874	 424,533	 483,090	
Livelihood	Protection	 39,571	 62,873	 232,930	 420,898	
Total	 352,847	 412,747	 657,462	 903,988	

	
The	Livelihood	Protection	Threshold	is	calculated	based	on	household	actual	expenditure	in	the	reference	year	
and	 therefore	 varies	 by	 wealth	 group.	 The	 table	 below	 shows	 the	 components	 of	 the	 Livelihood	 Protection	
Threshold	and	how	values	vary	by	wealth	group,	the	second	column	of	the	table	also	show	what	proportion	of	the	
reference	 year	 expenditure	 is	 included	 in	 the	 Livelihood	 Protection	 Threshold;	 for	 important	 items	 100%	 of	
reference	 year	 expenditure	 is	 included	 in	 the	 basket	 but	 for	 other	 items	 (such	 as	 sugar)	 only	 a	 proportion	 is	
included.		
	
The	final	table	in	this	section	illustrates	the	value	of	the	Livelihood	Protection	Threshold	as	a	proportion	of	baseline	
expenditure	on	non-food	items.		
	
	 Very	Poor	 Poor	 Middle	Income	 Better-Off	
Livelihood	Protection	 39,571	 62,873	 232,507	 420,437	
Baseline	 Total	 NFI	
expenditure	 117,804	 189,827	 479,540	 824,242	
LP	as	%	of	Total	NFI	 34%	 33%	 48%	 51%	
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Hazards 
	
In	 Borno	 State	 the	 North-Central	 Maize,	 Sorghum	 &	 Cotton	 livelihood	 zone	 is	 affected	 by	 both	 chronic	 and	
intermittent	hazards.		
	
Chronic	Hazards:	Conflict	
	

• Insurgency:	the	North-Central	Maize,	Sorghum	&	Cotton	Livelihood	Zone	(NG10)	in	Borno	state	has	been	
severely	affected	by	insurgency	since	2011	which	has	had	a	profound	effect	on	local	livelihoods.	Gatherings	
such	as	markets,	were	targeted	by	the	Boko	Haram	insurgents	largely	disrupting	trade	thereby	reducing	
households’	access	to	incomes	from	trade,	communities	were	also	raided	resulting	to	death	and	massive	
displacement	of	people	from	their	host	communities	and	preventing	farming	activities	for	fear	of	attacks	
within	the	zone	further	worsening	the	access	to	food	and	cash	income	for	the	displaced	population.		

	
Chronic	Hazards:	Crop	Pests	&	Diseases	
	

• Crop	Pest	&	Diseases,	such	a	quelea	birds,	army	worm	&	aphids,	affect	crop	production	on	a	regular	basis	
which	in	turn	reduces	both	food	and	income	sources	for	all	wealth	groups.		

	
Intermittent	Hazards:	Early	Cessation	of	Rainfall		
	

• The	main	 periodic	 hazard	 is	unreliable	 or	 inconsistent	 rainfall,	 occurring	 once	 every	 three	 years,	 and	
leading	to	serious	declines	in	crop	production.		

	
	
	

Response Strategies 
	
In	response	to	hazards	and	years	with	bad	production,	households	attempt	to	meet	their	minimum	food	needs	
and	cash	requirements	through	a	number	of	strategies.	These	strategies	are	detailed	for	this	livelihood	zone	below:	
	
• Households	will	no	longer	sell	of	the	staple	grain	(maize,	millet	&	sorghum)	and	consume	it	instead,	since	it	

represents	the	cheapest	source	of	calories.		
• Households	 that	 are	 facing	 a	 deficit	 will	 increase	 the	 sale	 of	 more	 expensive	 crops,	 such	 as	 cowpeas	 &	

groundnuts,	and	reduce	their	consumption	by	a	corresponding	amount.	Increasing	sales	of	expensive	grains	
would	enable	households	to	buy	more	of	the	cheapest	staple	and	maximize	their	calorie	intake.	

• All	households	try	to	reduce	expenditure	on	non-essential	or	more	expensive	items	first,	buying	less	sugar	
and	rice,	for	 instance,	or	eliminating	clothing	purchases.	and	using	that	money	to	buy	the	cheaper	staple	–	
maize	–	instead,		

• Poorer	 households	 try	 to	 increase	 their	 labour	 income	 (agricultural	 labour)	&	 self-employment	 (firewood	
sales)	

• Households	will	also	try	to	increase	their	livestock	sales.	For	poorer	households,	that	own	a	small	number	of	
livestock,	this	increase	in	livestock	sales	may	have	limited	impact	of	the	households’	total	income.		

	
When	running	an	outcome	analysis,	it	is	possible	to	select	categories	of	coping	strategies	to	include,	or	exclude,	
from	the	analysis.	Categories	are;	(1)	None,	(2)	Livestock	sales,	crop	sales,	gifts	&	remittances,	(3)	option	2	+	labour,	
migration	&	self-employment,	(4)	option	3	+	firewood	&	charcoal.	
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Generic Drought Scenario 
	
This	section	of	the	report	illustrates	the	results	of	an	HEA	outcome	analysis	using	a	generic	drought	scenario.	This	
scenario	is	not	intended	to	represent	the	impact	of	an	actual	or	typical	drought	in	Borno,	but	only	illustrates	the	
types	of	information	that	an	outcome	analysis	can	generate.	The	generic	drought	scenario	is	based	on	reducing	
crop	production	of	 all	 crops	 to	 50%	of	 the	 reference	 year	 value	and	 increasing	 staple	 grain	 prices	 to	 150%	of	
reference	 year	 values	 (i.e.	 a	 50%	 increase).	 Agricultural	 harvest	 labour	 has	 also	 been	 reduced	 to	 50%	 of	 the	
reference	year	value	in-line	with	the	reduced	grain	harvest.		

	
The	table	above	shows	the	summary	of	results	that	 is	generated	in	the	Livelihood	Impact	Analysis	Spreadsheet	
(LIAS)	that	is	typically	used	to	run	an	outcome	analysis.	The	results	show	the	number	of	beneficiaries	according	to	
duration	of	assistance.	The	figures	in	the	tables	show	the	total	population	requiring	external	assistance	because	
they	face	either	a	survival	or	livelihood	protection	deficit.	The	results	on	the	left	show	that	33%	of	the	population,	
from	Very	Poor	households,	are	projected	to	face	a	survival	deficit	and	that	they	require	external	assistance	for	3	
months	 of	 assistance.	 The	 table	 on	 the	 right	 shows	 that	 60%	of	 the	 population,	 from	both	 Poor	&	Very	 Poor	
households,	are	projected	to	face	a	livelihood	projection	deficit,	meaning	they	would	not	be	able	to	invest	fully	in	
health,	education	&	agricultural	inputs.		
	

	
	
A	separate	table	in	the	LIAS	quantifies	the	external	assistance	requirements.	The	results	show	the	total	cash	or	
food	required	to	fill	the	projected	survival	&	livelihood	protection	deficits,	with	results	presented	by	administrative	
areas	(LGAs).		
---------------------------------------------------		
n.b.	The	duration	of	assistance	results	are	rounded	to	the	nearest	whole	month	and	population	is	adjusted	accordingly	
hence	the	slight	difference	in	population	figures	between	the	two	tables.		
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The	HEA	outcome	analysis	also	generates	graphs	for	specific	wealth	groups	that	provide	an	overview	of	changes	in	
households’	 total	 food	&	cash	 income.	All	 sources	of	 food	and	cash	are	converted	 into	 their	 calorie	value	and	
results	are	presented	as	a	percentage	of	households’	minimum	food	energy	needs	(2,100	kcal	/	person	/	day).	The	
graphs	show	three	sets	of	columns;	reference	year	total	food	&	cash	income	in	the	left-hand	column,	current	year	
total	food	&	cash	income	in	the	middle	column	and	survival	&	livelihood	protection	thresholds	as	orange	(survival)	
and	blue	(livelihood	protection)	bars	on	the	right-hand	columns.		
	
The	graphs	below	show	the	projected	changes	in	total	food	&	cash	income	for	Very	Poor	&	Poor	households	based	
on	the	generic	drought	scenario	described	above	and	illustrates	the	reduction	in	agricultural	labour	(blue	hatched	
bar)	and	crop	sales	(green	hatched	bar).	Own	crop	consumption	has	reduced,	but	not	by	50%	because	sales	of	
maize	 are	 re-allocated	 to	 own	 food	 consumption	 (see	 coping	 strategies	 section).	We	 can	 see	 that	 Very	 Poor	
households	are	projected	to	face	a	survival	deficit	because	the	current	year	column	is	lower	that	the	orange	bar	of	
the	threshold	column.	The	deficit	can	be	expressed	in	both	percentage	of	minimum	food	needs	and	as	an	absolute	
cash	value.	In	this	example,	Very	Poor	households	are	projected	to	face	a	21%	survival	deficit	(i.e.	the	household	is	
unable	 to	 access	 21%	 of	 their	minimum	 food	 energy	 requirements),	 this	 deficit	 is	 equivalent	 to	 N.78,378	 per	
household	/	year.	Very	Poor	households	are	also	projected	to	 face	a	 livelihood	protection	deficit	equivalent	 to	
N.32,969	/	year.	The	total	deficit	for	Very	Poor	households	is	therefore	projected	to	be	N.	111,347	/	year.	Poor	
households	in	comparison	are	projected	to	be	able	to	meet	their	immediate	food	needs	(i.e.	there	is	no	survival	
deficit)	but	are	projected	to	have	a	N.52,483	livelihood	projection	deficit.		
	
HEA	is	one	of	the	outcome	indicators	used	by	the	IPC	and	as	such	an	HEA	outcome	analysis	can	be	used	to	estimate	
the	IPC	Phase	for	a	population;	IPC	Phase	3	is	equivalent	to	a	substantial	livelihood	protection	deficit	(>80%)	or	a	
small	survival	deficit	 (<20%),	 IPC	Phase	4	 is	equivalent	to	a	significant	survival	deficit	 (>20%	but	<50%)	and	 IPC	
Phase	5	is	equivalent	to	a	survival	deficit	>50%.	The	LIAS	automatically	calculates	the	projected	IPC	Phase	for	the	
area	(i.e.	the	Phase	will	be	based	on	the	wealth	group	with	the	worse	phase	so	long	as	that	wealth	group	represents	
more	than	20%	of	the	population).	In	this	generic	drought	scenario	the	Very	Poor	have	a	survival	deficit	greater	
than	20%	and	are	therefore	projected	to	be	in	IPC	Phase	4,	while	the	Poor	have	a	significant	livelihood	protection	
deficit	but	no	survival	deficit	so	are	projected	to	be	in	IPC	Phase	3.		
	
	

	 	
Survival	Deficit:	N.78,378	(21%)	 Survival	Deficit:	0%	
Livelihood	Protection	Deficit:	N.32,969	 Livelihood	Protection	Deficit:	N.52,483		
Total	Deficit:	N.111,347	 Total	Deficit:	N.	52,483	
IPC	Phase:	4	 IPC	Phase:	3	
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The	HEA	Outcome	Analysis	process	was	originally	designed	to	support	early	warning	systems	and	project	external	
assistance	requirements	to	support	the	design	of	food	assistance	programs3.	The	results	generated	by	the	generic	
drought	scenario	can	help	to	illustrate	how	the	quantification	of	changes	in	household	economy	can	provide	very	
practical	and	programmatic	evidence	that	can	be	used	to	design	an	emergency	food	assistance	program.		
	
If	we	were	designing	a	response	to	this	generic	drought	for	Bama	LGA	using	the	results	available	in	the	LIAS	we	
would	be	able	to	determine	that	67,000	Very	Poor	people	in	Bama	LGA	would	require	a	total	of	3,500	MT	of	food	aid	
to	meet	their	immediate	food	needs.	Given	the	household	size	of	8	for	a	Very	Poor	household	this	would	represent	
8,375	households	who	would	each	require	3	months	of	food	assistance.	If	this	was	provided	as	cash	each	household	
would	need	a	total	of	N.78,378	to	meet	their	immediate	food	needs	(i.e.	~N.26,000	/	month	for	3	months).	Based	on	
the	wealth	group	characteristics	we	would	know	that	Very	Poor	households	cultivate	0.5	–	1.5	ha	of	land	and	own	1	
–	3	goats	but	no	large	livestock.		
	
We	would	also	know	that	95,000	people	from	Very	Poor	households	&	27,000	people	from	Poor	households	would	
require	livelihoods	support.	Given	household	sizes	of	8	for	Very	Poor	and	9	for	Poor	this	would	represent	11,875	
Very	Poor	households	and	3,000	Poor	households.	Very	Poor	households	would	require	N.32,969	to	meet	their	
livelihood	protection	needs	and	Poor	households	would	require	N.	52,483.		
	
	

Comparison with MEB 
	
An	HEA	outcome	analysis	uses	two	standard	thresholds:	
	

• Survival	Threshold-	based	on	minimum	food	energy	requirements	(2,100kcal	per	person	per	day)	from	the	
cheapest	available	 staple	grain,	as	well	 as	 cost	associated	with	 food	preparation	and	water	 for	human	
consumption.		
	

• Livelihood	 Protection	 Threshold	 –expenditure	 on	 health,	 education,	 agricultural	 inputs	 and	 a	 locally	
acceptable	 standard	 of	 living	 (sugar,	 tea,	 coffee,	 etc.).	 based	 on	 actual	 household	 expenditure	 in	 the	
reference	year	and	therefore	varies	by	wealth	group.		

	
Humanitarian	agencies	are	increasingly	using	a	Minimum	Expenditure	Basket	(MEB)	as	the	basis	for	calculating	an	
appropriate	ration.	In	the	reference	year,	the	Food	MEB	in	Borno	state	was	made	up	of	9	items;	rice,	maize,	beans,	
palm	oil,	groundnuts,	sugar,	vegetable	oil,	salt	&	onions.		The	monthly	cost	of	the	Food	MEB	was	calculated	to	be	
N.25,232	for	a	household	of	five,	which	represents	a	monthly	per	capita	cost	of	N.5,046.	The	table	below	calculates	
the	annual	cost	of	the	Food	MEB	based	on	the	household	size	for	different	wealth	groups	and	compares	this	to	the	
baseline	survival	and	livelihood	protection	thresholds.	The	analysis	shows	that	for	Very	Poor	&	Poor	households	
the	MEB	costs	~N.130,00	/	year	more	that	the	total	survival	and	livelihood	protection	thresholds.	
	

Baseline	Thresholds	 Very	Poor	 Poor	 Middle	Income	 Better-Off	
HH	size	 8	 9	 11	 12	
Baseline	 HEA	 Survival	 &	
Livelihood	 Protection	
Threshold	 352,847	 412,747	 657,462	 903,988	
MEB		 484,454	 545,011	 666,125	 726,682	
Additional	Cost	of	MEB	 +131,607	 +132,264	 +1,268	 -185,373	

	

	
	 	

																																																													
3	Livelihood	at	the	Limit:	The	Story	of	Households	Economy	Analysis.	2013.	FEG	&	Save	the	Children	available	at:	http://foodeconomy.com/wp-
content/uploads/2016/02/The-Story-of-HEA.pdf		
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Key Parameters for Monitoring 
	
The	key	parameters	listed	in	the	table	below	are	food	and	income	sources	that	make	a	substantial	contribution	to	
the	household	economy	in	the	Northeast	Millet,	Cowpea	and	Sesame	Livelihood	Zone	(NG12)	in	Borno	state.	These	
should	be	monitored	to	indicate	potential	losses	or	gains	to	local	household	economies,	either	through	on-going	
monitoring	systems	or	through	periodic	assessments.		
	
It	 is	also	important	to	monitor	the	prices	of	key	items	on	the	expenditure	side,	 including	staple	and	non-staple	
food	items.	
	
Item	 Key	Parameter	-	Quantity	 Key	Parameter	–	Price	
Crops	 • Maize	

• Sorghum	
• Cowpeas	
• Millet	
• Groundnuts	
• Sesame	
• Onion	
• Tomato	
• Water	Melon	

	
	

• Cowpeas	
	

• Groundnuts	
• Sesame	
• Onion	
• Tomato	
• Water	Melon	

Livestock	production	 • Cows	Milk	
• Cattle	Sales	
• Goats	Sales	
• Sheep	Sales	

• Cows	Milk	
• Cattle	Sales	
• Goats	Sales	
• Sheep	Sales	

Other	 food	 and	 cash	
income	

• Agricultural	Labour	
• Firewood	/	Charcoal	
• Self-employment	
• Petty	Trade	

• Agricultural	Labour	
• Firewood	/	Charcoal	
• Self-employment	
• Petty	Trade	

Expenditure	 	 • Maize	
• Rice	
• Beans	
• Sorghum	
• Sugar	
• Oil	
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HEA Outcome Analysis & Programme Design 
	
HEA	Outcome	Analysis	can	be	used	to	model	the	impact	of	a	shock	or	hazard	and	as	such	is	often	used	to	support	
early	warning	systems.	However,	 it	 is	equally	possible	to	model	the	 impact	of	a	positive	change	 in	households’	
livelihoods	and	the	impact	this	has	on	their	households’	economy.		
	
Using	HEA	Outcome	Analysis	it	is	possible	to	quantify	the	likely	deficit	that	a	Poor	household	will	face	and	therefore	
the	additional	income	that	a	project	intervention	would	need	to	generate	in	a	drought	year.	 	 In	the	case	of	the	
generic	 drought	 scenario	 described	 earlier	 in	 this	 report	 a	 Very	 Poor	 household	 would	 need	 an	 additional	
N.111,347	/	year	to	meet	their	food	&	livelihood	needs	in	a	drought	year	and	a	Poor	household	would	need	an	
additional	N.	52,483	/	year.		
	
We	know	from	the	baseline	that	Poor	households	depend	on	food	purchases	for	80%	of	their	minimum	food	needs	
and	that	consumption	of	households	own	crop	production	accounts	 for	24%	of	minimum	food	needs.	We	also	
know	that	Poor	households	primary	source	of	income	is	firewood	sales	which	provides	N.152,516	/	year	(33%	of	
total	 cash	 income),	 and	 that	 an	 important	 secondary	 source	 of	 income	 is	 agricultural	 labour	 which	 provides	
N.58,600	/	year	(13%	of	total	cash	income).	Given	the	high	dependence	of	poorer	households	on	firewood	sales	&	
agricultural	labour	it	may	therefore	be	worth	considering	the	potential	benefits	of	safety	net	programming	to	off-
set	the	opportunity	costs	associated	with	these	activities	and	enabling	poorer	households	to	invest	in	their	own	
production.	In	comparison,	total	crop	sales	provide	23%	of	total	cash	income,	with	the	most	important	cash	crops	
for	 Poor	 households	 being	 onions,	 cowpeas	 and	 sesame.	 These	 three	 crops	 together	 earned	 a	 typical	 Poor	
household	N.80,566	in	the	reference	year	(N.32	000,	N.29,666	and	N.18,900	respectively).	It	is	important	to	note	
that	Very	Poor	households	to	not	grow	and	sell	onions,	their	primary	sources	of	crop	sales	income	are	cowpeas	&	
sesame.	Investment	in	these	specific	value	chains	would	be	likely	to	have	the	most	direct	impact	on	the	poorest	
households,	 however	 given	 the	 deficit	 projected	 in	 the	 generic	 drought	 scenario	 it	 would	 require	 significant	
improvements	 in	 both	 production	 and	marketing.	 Sheep	 &	 Goat	 sales	 provide	 a	 typical	 Poor	 household	 with	
N.34,450	in	the	reference	year.	Increasing	the	sheep	&	goat	herd	size	of	poorer	households,	thereby	enabling	them	
to	increase	their	livestock	sales	may	also	be	an	effective	intervention	strategy.		
	
Given	the	relatively	low	economic	resilience	of	poorer	households	in	the	Northeast	Millet,	Cowpea	and	Sesame	
Livelihood	Zone	(NG12)	of	Borno	state,	as	illustrated	by	the	HLPS	scores	for	the	zone,	it	is	suggested	that	based	on	
existing	livelihood	strategies	a	combined	strategy	of	safety	nets,	investment	in	production	and	marketing	of	pro-
poor	cash	crops	and	livestock	interventions	targeting	sheep	&	goats	may	be	required.		
	
To	 support	 resilience	 program	 planning	 a	 detailed	modelling	 of	 these	 and	 other	 potential	 intervention	would	
typically	combine:		

1. Modelling	the	impact	of	common	or	typical	hazards	for	the	zone	based	on	historical	data,	rather	than	the	
generic	scenario	provided	here,	in	order	to	more	accurately	quantify	projected	deficits	and	the	required	
improvements	in	income.	

2. Modelling	planned	project	 interventions	to	determine	not	only	the	additional	 income	generated	by	the	
proposed	project	 intervention	but	 also	 the	 associated	 inputs	 costs	 (which	will	 increase	 the	 cost	 of	 the	
livelihood	 protection	 threshold)	 and	 the	 potential	 loss	 of	 income	 from	 other	 livelihood	 activities	
(opportunity	cost).		

3. Combining	 the	 modelling	 of	 typical	 hazards	 and	 project	 interventions	 to	 determine	 whether	 the	
intervention	provides	enough	additional	income	to	fill	the	projected	deficit.		

	
An	 practical	 example	 of	 this	 type	 of	 analysis	 is	 available	 at:	 http://fsdkenya.org/publication/graduation-pilot-
market-assessment-and-iga-modeling/		

	


