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Preface 
The Famine Early Warning Systems Network (FEWS NET) is a leading provider of objective, evidence-based food security 
analysis. Based on in-depth understanding of local livelihoods, FEWS NET analysts monitor information and data related to 
weather and climate, crops, pasture conditions, markets and trade, nutrition, and other factors that influence acute and 
chronic food insecurity in several countries (Figure 1). Along with monthly reports and alerts, FEWS NET produces specialized 
research products on food security drivers and cross-cutting issues such as climate change and resilience. 

In an effort to understand current and to foresee future market anomalies, FEWS NET relies on a broadly defined Markets 
and Trade Knowledge base that includes Market Fundamentals reports (or context documents), special reports, and 
databases of historical market information including production, food balance sheets, and prices. The Markets and Trade 
Knowledge base largely serves as a baseline for the assessment of existence and extent of market-based anomalies that could 
contribute to food insecurity. The Market Fundamentals reports likewise serve as starting points for providing efficient and 
effective market-based response decision support for groups developing both emergency programs, including cash and 
voucher interventions as well as local and regional procurement (LRP), and development programs, including support to food 
security and nutrition through improving the availability of and access to food and value chain development.  

In 2016, FEWS NET’s core analytical activities were augmented to include Enhanced Market Analysis (EMA). Under EMA, FEWS 
NET provides market-based response decision support, including but not limited to assessing the feasibility and potential 
impacts of food assistance programs (emergency and development) on a given country's local economy through 
Congressionally mandated analyses. Such support is often referred to as a Bellmon analysis. EMA reporting is progressive in 
nature, and, when possible, builds on FEWS NET’s existing in-depth knowledge of agroclimatology, livelihoods, markets, 
nutrition, and institutions and networks in support of food security monitoring and analysis in presence and remote 
monitoring countries.  

 

Figure 1. FEWS NET reporting countries 

 
Note: National-level reporting takes places in presence countries, while subnational reporting takes places in remote monitoring 
countries. 

Source: FEWS NET 2018  
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Executive Summary 
Between May and July 2018, the Famine Early Warning 
Systems Network (FEWS NET) carried out an Enhanced 
Market Analysis (EMA) in Turkana, Marsabit, Isiolo, Baringo, 
Samburu, and Kitui counties (Figure 2), Kenya in advance of 
a FY19 FFP-funded Development Food Security Activity 
(DFSA), which is anticipated to include a mix of Title II and 
Community Development Funds.  

Following the scope of work, the assessment covered five 
broad themes: (1) households’ access to food and income; 
(2) Market Structure, Conduct, and Performance of key 
staple foods and livestock; (3) availability of infrastructure 
and supporting services required for the success of a range 
of modality options; (4) food assistance context; and (5) 
experiences with different modalities. The assessment was 
informed by primary and secondary data collection and 
analysis. Table 1 shows a summary of key findings for these 
themes. 

Livelihoods are predominantly pastoral in Turkana, 
Marsabit, Isiolo, Samburu, and part of Baringo counties. 
However, self-employment and casual labor employment 
represent the main sources of income for very poor and 
poor households. In part of Baringo and Kitui, where cropping activities are feasible, agricultural production and self-
employment are the main sources of income. Market purchases are the main ways to access food across counties, but 
purchasing power is low. 

Larger markets and markets along transport routes are competitive and integrated with other markets within the area of 
interest (AOI), Kenya, and where relevant, markets in neighboring countries. More isolated markets are thin, characterized 
by few buyers and sellers, and in some cases, may face accessibility constraints during the rainy season. Prices vary seasonally, 
with market actors adjusting their activities for known seasonal trends. High transport costs are a major contributor to price 
trends. Traders’ profits across primary, secondary, and tertiary markets are based mainly on turnover capacity, rather than 
on marketing margins, as consumers are price sensitive and competition exists. 

Access to services, including financial service and mobile network connectivity, is greatest along the main roads. However, 
the expansion of mobile money applications (M-Pesa) has brought financial services closer to more remote populations. 
Growth in this sector has been supported by the widespread use of mobile phones, use of M-Pesa, and the expansion in bank 
coverage. 

Given the recent humanitarian needs posed by the 2016/2017 droughts, several actors are/have been recently involved in 
food assistance activities in the AOI. Modalities have been varied with cash transfers (conditional and unconditional, including 
Cash for Assets-CFA) and in-kind food assistance (general food distribution, Food for Assets-FFA) being the most prevalent. 
Generally, no evident limitations in infrastructure and supporting services impact the feasibility of in-kind assistance, nor of 
cash transfers in areas with functioning markets. However, cash transfers are preferred over other modalities across 
stakeholders and implemented in areas where food is more readily available and where beneficiaries have reasonable access 
to markets. WFP recommends cash and vouchers can be acceptable in areas in the AOI where beneficiaries live no more than 
30km away from the market. The provision of adequate cash transfer values to meet minimum food needs (aligned against 
an in-kind food basket calculation) is a challenge, limiting the effectiveness of the intervention, although not feasibility. The 
National Food and Nutrition Security Policy (2011) provides a framework for food assistance activities in Kenya, pointing to 
assistance options that can save lives, support recovery, rehabilitation, and restoration of livelihoods, as well as broader 
development in the country.  

Figure 2. EMA Area of Interest 

 
Source: FEWS NET  
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Table 1. Summary of key findings 
Theme Key findings 

Households’ 
characteristics and 
access to food and 
income 

• Larger-than-average (with respect to the national level) household size and number of dependents. 
• Heterogeneous household structures (monogamous, polygamous) and traditional gender roles lead to 

differentiated access and use of resources. 
• High dependency on self-employment and casual labor as main sources of income. 
• High dependency on markets for accessing (purchasing) food. 
• Some areas in the AOI experience inter-tribal tensions, which disrupt livelihoods and trade flows. 

Market context • Maize (grains and flour/meal) is the main cereal food consumed in the AOI and dry beans (many 
varieties) the preferred pulse. 

• The AOI is structurally deficit in staple foods and depends on imports from other parts of Kenya and the 
broader East African region. 

• Markets along established trade routes are generally competitive, integrated within the AOI, the rest of 
Kenya, and other relevant international markets. More isolated/remote markets are less integrated 
with the rest and may face physical access constraints during the rainy season. 

• The poor and very poor populations have low purchasing power and are price sensitive, adjusting their 
purchases (vendors selected, commodities purchased, amounts purchased) as needed. Market 
transactions are cash-based. 

• In the locations visited, households usually walk between 20 and 60 minutes to their regular market. 
For reaching more distant locations, households use motorbikes, donkeys, bikes or any sort of public 
transportation available in their area.  

• Prices vary seasonally. Trader’s profit is mainly based on turnover and not on large margins. 
• High transport costs and lack of capital are among the main challenges identified by traders to 

maintaining and expanding trade. 

Availability of 
infrastructure and 
supporting services 

• Road quality and limited network development results in long transit times, high transport costs, and 
limited accessibility to some locations. Improved road conditions along the main transport roads 
facilitate distribution of commodities from source areas/markets to the county headquarters. Transport 
services as required for the transport and delivery of in-kind food assistance are available. 

• Port and storage infrastructure available has the capacity to handle commodities as required for in-kind 
food distributions. 

• Mobile network services are generally available across the AOI, particularly in more populated areas. 
Mobile-banking applications, such as M-Pesa are broadly used for financial transactions. 

• Financial services providers are available, particularly in larger towns across the AOI. Commercial banks 
participating in the social safety net programs have expanded their presence, particularly in Turkana 
and Marsabit. 

Food assistance 
context and 
Experience with 
different modalities 

• The National Food and Nutrition Security Policy provides guidance on the use of market-based 
assistance modalities. 

• Due to recurring droughts and shocks that have severely impacted livelihoods in recent times in the 
AOI, there has been a considerable presence of organizations providing food assistance using different 
modalities (in-kind assistance, cash, and vouchers) even within a county.  

• Modality preferences lean towards cash at many levels (beneficiary, implementing agencies, 
government, donors) due to its widely documented positive results. 

• In-kind food assistance beneficiaries and other key informants reported the inappropriateness of 
sorghum in the assistance basket as this is not a commodity generally consumed nor preferred by the 
local population. Self-monetization, sharing, or other uses (animal feed, for instance) are common ways 
this commodity is used, instead of actual consumption. 

• There is limited evidence regarding market impact resulting from different assistance modalities. 
However, the information gathered during the assessment suggests that no long-term impacts on 
prices are observed. 

Source: Authors’ elaboration 
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1. Introduction to the Assessment 
In early 2018, the Famine Early Warning Systems Network 
(FEWS NET) was asked to carry out an Enhanced Market 
Analysis (EMA) and reporting in Kenya in advance of a FY 
2019 Food for Peace- (FFP) funded Development Food 
Security Activity (DFSA) in arid and semi-arid counties.  

Considering the importance of basing transfer modalities on 
contextual realities and the possibility of using different 
funding mechanisms in the framework of the DFSA, FEWS 
NET’s research aimed at gathering evidence for the 
USAID/FFP design team’s analysis of modality 
appropriateness and feasibility for a range of modalities, 
including in-kind distribution and cash/voucher transfers.  

Four core research questions framed the research and 
analysis, covering four broad themes: (1) households’ access 
to food, income, and markets in the livelihood zones in the 
areas of interest (AOI); (2) the marketing context for key food 
staples (e.g., maize and maize products, wheat and lightly 
processed products, sorghum, dry beans, edible oil, wheat-
soya-blend (or its closest substitute), and livestock; (3) the 
availability and state of infrastructure and supporting 
services required for the success of a range of modality 
options; and (4) the food assistance context and experiences 
of stakeholders with different modalities. 

The AOI defined for this work include Turkana, Marsabit, Isiolo, Baringo, Samburu, and Kitui Counties; the first three are 
considered priority counties (Figure 2). These six counties account for 39 percent of the total land area in the country and 
about seven percent of the population (KNBS 2017). All counties in the AOI are part of the broader Arid and Semi-Arid Lands 
(ASALs) in eastern and northern Kenya, which comprise 23 counties extending over 80 percent of the country (Njoka et al. 
2016). Southern Baringo and Kitui Counties are the only semi-arid areas under analysis. 

The Kenya EMA involved a mixed-method approach, combining the collection, review, and analysis of both primary and 
secondary data from various stakeholders. Preliminary desk research identified relevant sources of information and 
information gaps to be covered through the field assessment. Field work conducted between June 3–23, 2018 was led by a 
team composed of FEWS NET staff, local and international consultants, and local guides who supported the coordination of 
field activities. The EMA results are framed against the FFP Modality Decision Tool (USAID 2018) to inform its first two tiers 
of questions around appropriateness and feasibility, providing an analysis of the operating environment in a specific 
subnational area of an FFP country of interest, rather than modality recommendations.  

The FEWS NET assessment team visited all counties in the AOI, conducting field work activities in the county headquarters as 
well as in a more remote location (Figure 3). The assessment made use of Rapid Rural Appraisal (RRA) techniques (such as 
focus group discussions and key informant interviews) to gather information with key stakeholders – households, local 
authorities, government representatives, organizations with experience on food assistance, market actors, financial service 
providers, mobile network providers, transporters, storage managers, and other actors engaged in the analysis of the financial 
sector’s development and cash programming. The field assessment included visits to infrastructure facilities relevant to the 
priority counties within the AOI (see Annex 1. Overview of Field Assessment Activities and of Key Informants 

  

Figure 3. EMA AOI and locations visited during the assessment 

 
Source: FEWS NET 2018 
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2. General Context in the AOI 

2.1 Geography and agroclimatology 
The AOI is characterized by moderate elevation (100–1,000 
meters above sea level), high average temperatures (close 
or above 30°C), and low levels of rainfall (below 500 mm per 
year), except for the majority of Kitui County (Figure 4). 
These conditions – in addition to limited agricultural 
potential of soils, land degradation, and the occurrence of 
adverse climatic events such as droughts – constrain 
cropping activities in the broader AOI. Nevertheless, some 
areas in southern Baringo, southern Samburu, and western 
Kitui present more favorable conditions, facilitating the 
production of cereals, pulses, vegetables, and cash crops 
(i.e., cotton, tobacco). The availability of natural grassland 
and pasture in the AOI presents opportunities for livestock. 

Eastern and northern Kenya experience two rainy seasons: 
the long rains from March to May, and the short rains 
between October and December. The timing and extent of 
the rainy season are key determinants of agricultural 
production (where it is possible); the availability of water 
and fodder for livestock; livestock migration and 
reproduction patterns; and the timing of the fishing season 
in areas bordering Lake Turkana. 

2.2 Socioeconomic context 
The population in the AOI is estimated at about 3.4 million 
(Table 2), with an average population density well below the 
national average (15 versus 79 persons/km2). Different 
ethnic groups or communities are present, such as the 
Turkana, Samburu, Borana, Somali, Pokot, Baringo, Gabra, 
and Kamba (Weissman, Kiteme, and Mwangi 2016). Clashes 
between some groups contribute to social tensions and 
insecurity. 

Household size, type, and composition vary by county, 
reflecting cultural practices, labor migration, fertility trends, 
population structure, and employment prospects. All 
counties in the AOI have an average household size slightly 
above the national average (4.6–5 versus 4 persons per household). Samburu, Turkana, and Marsabit have high dependency 
ratios, with more dependents (15 years and younger) than nondependents (Weissman, Kiteme, and Mwangi 2016; KNBS 
2018a). About one-half of persons aged 18 or over are in a monogamous marriage, except in Turkana. The percentage of 
persons aged 18 or over in polygamous relationships ranges from 7 percent in Baringo and Kitui to 20 percent in Turkana 
(KNBS 2018a). 

In 2016, all counties in the AOI registered poverty levels higher than the national poverty incidence (36 percent) (Table 2). 
The highest poverty rate was observed in Turkana, followed by Samburu and Marsabit (KNBS 2018b). Given the severe 
drought experienced in 2016/2017 in parts of northern and eastern Kenya that resulted in the loss of livelihoods for many 
households, these poverty rates may underestimate the current poverty incidence. Illiteracy in the AOI among persons over 
15 years of age is also higher than the national average (14 percent), reaching about 60 percent in Marsabit, Turkana, and 
Samburu (KNBS 2018a).  

Figure 4. Average annual rainfall, 2001–2014 

 
Source: USGS/EROS 2016  

Table 2. Population size and poverty rate in the AOI, 2016 

County Total population Poverty rate (%) 

Baringo 703,697 39.6 

Isiolo 155,465 51.9 

Kitui 1,097,687 47.5 

Marsabit 315,936 63.7 

Samburu 283,780 75.8 

Turkana 855,399 79.4 

Total AOI 3,411,964 63.2 

National total 45,847,857 36.1 

 

Source: KNBS 2017, 2018b 



FEWS NET Kenya Enhanced Market Analysis   2018 

 

Famine Early Warning Systems Network   5 

The AOI is characterized by pastoral and agropastoral 
livelihood systems, with pastoralism (nomadic or 
seminomadic) dominating in Turkana, Marsabit, Isiolo, and 
Samburu Counties. Agropastoralism is the dominant system 
in Baringo. In these systems, livestock ownership reflects 
household wealth. In Kitui, agricultural production is 
possible, so mixed farming activities take place in and around 
the County.  

The sources of income for the very poor and poor vary by 
livelihood system. Broadly, self-employment, casual labor, 
and petty trade represent the main sources of income in 
pastoral zones. Reliance on aid even in noncrisis situations is 
considerable in some locations. Self-employment activities 
include firewood or charcoal sales, collection and sale of 
construction materials (stones, poles), brick making, 
basketry, and water fetching for other households. Sale of 
livestock and livestock products is minimal for the poorest as 
households have few animals or sell their livestock as a last 
resort to access cash income. In agropastoral and agricultural 
zones, the sale of livestock, livestock products, and crop sales 
represent a more relevant source of income for poorer 
households. There, households also engage in self-
employment and casual labor activities, but to a lesser extent 
(FEWS NET 2011). See Annex 3. Livelihood Systems in the AOI 
for details. 

2.3 Infrastructure and supporting services 
This section provides a broad overview of the infrastructure 
and supporting services available in the AOI. See Annex 6 for 
details. 

2.3.1 Physical infrastructure 
Four major north–south transport corridors link the AOI with 
the rest of the country and region. These corridors comprise 
primary roads connecting major towns along the corridor, 
and secondary and tertiary roads that connect smaller towns 
and more remote locations (Figure 5). Earth/gravel roads 
account for approximately 85 percent of total road length 
available in the AOI, contributing to high transport costs and travel time. Recent improvements in some segments have eased 
transit to and from the AOI, such as the completion of tarmacking between Isiolo and Moyale and the rehabilitation of road 
segments linking Busia with northern Turkana (“LCA Marsabit” 2017; Transport Observatory 2017; FEWS NET 2018). Several 
factors affect road transport, such as poor road conditions and the lack of bridges, insecurity during transit, road blocks, high 
fuel costs, and reliance on imported parts for fleet maintenance and repair. Transport services that meet the needs of food 
assistance programs are generally available. The most prevalent truck size used in the AOI is 10–12 metric tons (MT), though 
larger trucks also transit along primary roads and where road conditions allow.  

Mombasa Port is the main point of entry to East and Central Africa. Upon arrival, commodities flow to the rest of Kenya and 
the region either by rail or road. According to port authorities, the port has the capacity to mobilize 1.65 million twenty-foot 
equivalent unit (TEU) per year (FEWS NET 2018). In 2015 the port handled about 1.1 million TEU (Kenya Ports Authority 2015). 
The port was recently upgraded, which improved the processing and discharge of commodities. Most of the transit at the 
port is imports for the domestic market (about 70 percent). Outside Kenya, Uganda is the main destination for imports 

Figure 5. Physical infrastructure in Kenya (roads and ports) 

 
Source: OpenStreetMap 2018 

Table 3. Proportion of persons 18 years or older who own a 
mobile phone and are subscribed to a mobile money transfer 
platform in the AOI, 2016 

County Mobile phone 
ownership (%) 

Subscription to 
mobile money 
transfers (%) 

Baringo 68.2 67.4 

Isiolo 74.8 72.3 

Kitui 68.3 65.4 

Marsabit 59.6 51.6 

Samburu 54.5 53.4 

Turkana 42.8 42.8 

National total 76.7 74.8 

 

Source: KNBS 2018a 
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(Transport Observatory 2017). Additional port capacity will be available when Lamu Port (estimated capacity of 2 million 
TEU/year) starts its operations (expected between 2019–2020). Commodities will flow through Isiolo and Turkana, enhancing 
food supply to the AOI, and northern Kenya more broadly, as commodities transit to South Sudan and Ethiopia. 

Different actors facilitate access to storage availability in the AOI. The National Cereals and Produce Board (NCPB) is an 
important public actor, with 23 facilities in the AOI. If not in use by NCPB, the facilities can be rented by interested parties. 
Additional storage is also available via private sector actors and development organizations (Musyimi 2016). Storage facilities 
are concentrated in production/aggregation areas countrywide. In the framework of food aid, food is shipped from these 
facilities to distribution points in the AOI right before the distribution (FEWS NET 2018). 

2.3.2 Supporting services 
Since 2008, the financial sector has registered continuous growth and expansion, contributing to approximately seven 
percent of gross domestic product (GDP). The increased network of banks and financial services has supported economic 
activities across the country and contributed to employment creation, poverty reduction, and increased financial inclusion 
(Kimenyi, Mwega, and Ndung’u 2016). However, growth decelerated to four percent in 2017 due to an interest rate cap 
imposed in 2016. Preliminary analysis shows a reduction in lending particularly by micro and small enterprises (Deloitte 2017; 
World Bank Group 2018). 

No recent data are available on access to financial services, but close to 70 percent of Kenyans had access to these services 
in 2013. Interviewed households reported accessing mobile-based financial services (M-Pesa), village saving and loan 
associations or other form of saving groups, and commercial banks (Equity Bank, Kenya Commercial Bank (KCB), or the Kenya 
Women Finance Trust (KWFT)). Accessibility is supported by the growth in mobile-based financial services, particularly the 
use of M-Pesa, which in 2015 accounted for 70 percent of mobile financial service agents in Kenya (Kimenyi, Mwega, and 
Ndung’u 2016). Positive trends in financial inclusion are expected to continue as ICT and banking services continue expanding 
(Njoka et al. 2016; FEWS NET 2018).  

Expansion in mobile network coverage has facilitated not only the population’s access to financial services, but also access to 
information, remittances, and government revenues through different taxes in the sector. The main network providers are 
Safaricom (which operates the M-Pesa platform), Orange, and Airtel. Mobile phone ownership among adults (18 years and 
older) varies across the AOI; Isiolo, Baringo, and Kitui Counties have the largest shares of population with mobile phone 
ownership (Table 3). Network services were generally available in the locations visited during the assessment. Overall, the 
high cost of phones and of service represent the main reasons for lack of mobile ownership across counties (KNBS 2018a).  

2.4 Regulatory/policy context 
In 2010 a decentralization process referred to as “Devolution” gave political power and economic resources to counties, 
allowing them to establish autonomous governments. Governance and development priorities are now led locally, resulting 
in a better alignment of development initiatives with local needs. The national government is providing technical support to 
facilitate this process. Among others, increased local investment has led to improvements in infrastructure, public services, 
banking, real estate, and ICT connectivity (KNBS 2018b). In 2013, the counties in the AOI developed their “County Integrated 
Development Plan 2013–2017,” outlining their development priorities and strategies. Customary structures (local chiefs, 
council of elders) support the outreach to communities as interlocutors on a wide range of initiatives. 

Regional, subnational (ASALs), and sector-specific policies and/or regulations exist, serving as a framework for local-level 
decision making. Examples include: Kenya Vision 2030 Development Strategy for Northern Kenya and Other Arid Lands 
(Ministry of State for Development of Northern Kenya and other Arid Lands 2012); the National Food and Nutrition Security 
Policy (Government of Kenya 2011); the National Policy for Disaster Management in Kenya (Government of Kenya 2009); and 
agriculture-related policies such as Kenya’s Strategy for Revitalizing Agriculture (2004), Agricultural Sector Development 
Strategy (2010–2020), National Horticulture Policy (2012), National Livestock Policy (2008), Kenya Forest Policy (2008), 
Cooperative Development Policy (2008), and Fisheries Policy (2008).  

In addition, several regulations address food quality and standards in the context of East African trade of agricultural and 
food products. Kenya belongs to the Common Market of East and Southern Africa (COMESA) and the East African Community. 
Harmonization of standards across trading blocs, including neighboring South African Development Community (SADC), 
remains a challenge for trade between the countries.  



FEWS NET Kenya Enhanced Market Analysis   2018 

 

Famine Early Warning Systems Network   7 

3. Market Context in the AOI 
This section provides a general overview of the market 
context in the AOI. More details are available in Annex 4. 

3.1 Market structure 
Maize, rice, and beans are the main cereals and pulses 
consumed in the AOI. White maize is consumed regularly in 
the form of grain and meal (unga), and local maize is 
preferred over imported maize (Figure 6). Many varieties of 
beans are available in the AOI – rosecoco, yellow beans, 
Wairimu, and Mwitemania are the most popular. 
Preferences for these varieties, which are also consumed as 
a mix, vary across counties. Tanzanian and Ugandan beans 
are also well accepted. Peas and other pulses such as green 
grams are consumed, but to a lesser degree than beans. 
Edible oil is used to cook most foods, and no clear 
preferences exist regarding the type or brand of oil. 

Except for certain locations in Turkana and Kitui Counties, 
sorghum is not a preferred commodity among poor and very 
poor households and it is only eaten when there is no other 
choice. Similarly, wheat grains are not consumed. Only 
wheat flour is purchased and consumed to a limited extent 
as it is expensive and not always readily available on 
markets. This flour is used mainly to bake chapati and buns 
for special occasions or festivities.  

While staple foods are generally available year-round, 
household consumption adjusts to seasonality in own-
production. For instance, increased availability of milk 
(March-May, October – November) reduces demand for 
wheat flour and other cereals. 

Crop production in the AOI is very limited due to unfavorable 
environmental conditions. Food availability in markets is 
assured through supplies from other parts of Kenya and 
from imports (formal and informal) from neighboring 
countries and the international market. According to FEWS 
NET calculations, in the 2012–2017 period Kenya produced 
3,132,860 MT of maize and imported 491,640 MT, on 
average. Total demand for maize during this period was 
estimated at 3,689,929 MT. Considering an average 
consumption per capita of 72 kg per year and a total 
population of 3,411,964 (Table 2), maize consumption needs 
in the AOI amount to about 250,000 MT per year. 

Within Kenya, the supply of cereals and pulses originates in 
the southwestern and central parts of the country where 
rainfall is higher (recall rainfall levels in Figure 4). Uganda, 
Ethiopia, and Tanzania are the main trading partners among  

Figure 6. White maize grains, yellow beans, and rosecoco beans 

 
Source: FEWS NET 2018 

Table 4. Key markets in the AOI 
Market, County Main source markets 

(outside the AOI) 

• Lodwar, Turkana 
• Maralal, Samburu 
• Marigat, Baringo 
• Marsabit, Marsabit 
• Moyale, Marsabit 
• Isiolo, Isiolo 
• Kitui, Kitui 

• Kitale, Trans Nzoia 
• Nakuru, Nakuru 
• Busia, Busia 
• Meru, Meru 

 

Source: FEWS NET 2018 

Figure 7. Marketing basins serving the AOI 

 
Source: FEWS NET 2018 
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Kenya’s neighboring countries. Key commodities flow from 
these locations to their destination markets following the 
seasonality of production and using established routes. 
Approximately 219,221 MT of maize from Uganda enter 
Kenya every year through cross-border trade, 
supplemented by 193,011 MT from Tanzania and 23,119 MT 
from Ethiopia (FEWS NET and EAGC 2018). 

About one-third of Kenya’s demand for edible oil is met by 
domestic production. Imports, mainly palm oil from 
Malaysia, complement supply. Refineries process oil into 
diverse blends sold in a variety of presentations and brands, 
including fortified oil. Annual consumption is estimated at 
700,000 MT (PKF Consulting Ltd and International Research 
Network 2005; Office of Global Analysis 2009). Processors 
of edible oil distribute it to wholesalers, who incorporate 
the product into the wider food marketing system. 

For the most part, markets located in county headquarters 
are the most relevant markets at the county level and have 
both wholesale and retail activities (Table 4). These markets 
are easily accessible year-round by paved roads and have 
good access to different services (electricity, network 
connectivity, milling services). Other smaller markets, such 
as Wamba in Samburu and Garbatulla in Isiolo, are 
important for trade flows within their counties. These 
secondary markets are predominantly retail markets, 
though wholesaling activities also occur. Milling capacity is 
usually available. Accessibility might be constrained during 
the rainy season due to poor road conditions. Availability of 
services is poor/erratic. Tertiary markets are supplied by 
secondary markets. These markets are small, consisting of a 
few retailers serving one or a few villages. These markets 
are more remote, connected through secondary or tertiary 
roads. 

Six marketing basins serve the AOI (Figure 7): 

• Northern Turkana–West Pokot–Northeastern Uganda, 
supplied by northeastern Uganda (Moroto) and Kitale. 
Products flow to Lodwar, from where they are 
distributed toward northern Turkana. 

• Baringo–Southern Turkana–Western Samburu, 
supplied predominantly by Eldama Ravine within the 
southern highlands of Baringo, Busia, and Nakuru. Flows enter the basin at Eldama Ravine in Baringo from where 
products are distributed north to the rest of the basin. Flows between southern and northern Turkana are very limited 
(if occurring at all) given poor accessibility and recurrent insecurity and conflict between groups in the area. A similar 
situation is observed in the border region of Turkana and Samburu. 

• Laikipia–Western Samburu, supplied by Nyahururu and Ngarua in western Laikipia County. Flows transit north toward 
Laikipia on route to Maralal and northern Samburu. 

Figure 8. Maize wholesaler, Kitale 

 
Source:. FEWS NET 2018 

Figure 9. Retail shop for cereals and pulses, Isiolo 

 
Source: FEWS NET 2018 

Figure 10. Open market in Baringo 

 
Source: FEWS NET 2018 
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• Southern Ethiopia–Marsabit, supplied by Ethiopia with 
flows entering through Moyale toward Marsabit town 
and other areas in the County. Some flows to Mandera, 
Wajir, Meru, and Nairobi take place.  

• Isiolo–Eastern Samburu–Southern Wajir, supplied by 
Meru and Busia to Isiolo town, from where products 
transit to Wamba in eastern Samburu, the rest of Isiolo 
County, and a small portion of southern Wajir. Minor 
flows reach Marsabit town. 

• Makueni–East Machakos–Kitui and border area with 
Tana River, supplied by Uganda (through Busia), 
Tanzania (through Taveta), and the North Rift grain 
basket area of Kenya. As products enter the basin, they 
are distributed across the different towns and villages. 
Small flows toward Tana River County take place. 

Generally, many actors participate in staple food marketing 
chains, particularly at the retail level. A considerable 
number of actors also operate at the wholesale level, 
mainly in county headquarters (Figure 8). In secondary 
markets, some wholesalers also engage in retailing.  

Retail activities take place in open markets and in small 
shops where a variety of products (food and nonfood) are 
offered to suit customers’ needs (Figure 9 and Figure 10). 
The number of retailers is uncertain as both licensed and 
unlicensed retailers participate in the market. Overall, 
markets can be considered competitive at the main and 
secondary market levels. Men dominate in wholesale trade 
and women in retail activities. Family operations are 
common where both men and women participate in the 
business. 

Market purchase is the most important way of sourcing 
food by the very poor and poor in the AOI, representing 53 
percent of total food needs, on average (See Annex 3. 
Livelihood Systems in the AOI. for more details), and 
transactions are cash-based. In the locations visited, 
households usually walk to their regular market, taking 20–
60 minutes. To reach more distant locations, households 
use motorbikes, donkeys, bikes, or any public 
transportation available in their area.  

3.2 Market conduct 
Wholesalers in the focus counties have the product 
delivered to their locations or collect the product from their 
source markets. Large wholesalers source and truck in their 
supplies. Small wholesalers call suppliers and have their 
commodities delivered in small consignments but lumped 
with consignments to other traders. The possibility of conducting mobile-based transactions, even across national borders, 
facilitates the coordination and delivery of orders between buyers and sellers. Marketing margins are limited due to high  

Figure 11. Maize prices in Turkana, Samburu, Baringo, and 
markets related to their source markets, 2013-2017 

 
Note: Eldoret is known to follow Kitale prices, which were not available for 
this analysis. Mbale (Uganda) is a source market for Busia in Kenya. Both 
markets show wholesale prices. 

Source: NDMA 2018; MIS/Farmgain Africa Ltd & Uganda Bureau of Statistics 
(UBoS) 2018; Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Fisheries 2018 

Figure 12. Maize prices in Marsabit, Isiolo, and Meru North 
(source market), 2013-2017 

 
Source: NDMA 2018 

Figure 13. Maize prices in Kitui and source markets Nairobi and 
Moshi (Tanzania), 2013-2017 

 
Note: Nairobi and Moshi prices are wholesale. 

Source: NDMA 2018; Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Fisheries 2018; 
Ministry of Industry, Trade and Marketing 2018 
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transport costs, insecurity, and the population’s low 
purchasing power; therefore, profit is mainly the result of 
product turnover. Storage costs, potential spoilage, and 
product loss discourage traders from keeping large stocks.  

Prices are usually negotiated between trade parties, with 
factors such as trust, size of purchase, time of day, and 
availability of reference prices influencing the agreed price. 
Larger wholesalers in the AOI typically set the selling price 
with their clients, but are price takers from their distributors 
elsewhere. Smaller wholesalers in turn have a strong 
position against retailers based on prevalent market prices 
(from competitors, for instance). Some of these wholesalers 
also do retail operations, as the need or opportunity arises. 
Retailers are price takers. Trusted partners receive credit 
that can extend from one week to two months. Trade in 
larger markets is based on standard units of measurements 
(kg, 90-kg bag, liter) or a weight or volume close to that unit. 
In smaller markets, local units of measurement such as pots 
or tins may be used.  

Due to their low purchasing power, poor and very poor 
consumers are price-sensitive. This situation discourages 
noncompetitive behavior by traders, as clients typically 
switch vendors if better deals are available. Traders and 
transporters make the most out of transportation given its 
high cost. Trucks often carry a mix of products and practice 
backhauling. Wholesalers with trucks often provide 
transport service to other traders, so they profit from both 
their own products and transport services. Seasonality in 
supply depends on seasonality at the source market, and on 
the occurrence of rains, which may hinder transport to 
some areas. However, in most cases, these are known 
patterns to which traders adjust.  

3.3 Market performance 
The FEWS NET assessment found markets to function well 
within their operational areas. In markets located in remote 
areas, traders are able to ensure that the effective demand 
from the limited local consumer base is met. Maize prices 
show similar behavior across markets that relate to their 
marketing basin. For example, retail prices in Turkana, 
Samburu, and Baringo closely follow prices in Eldoret and 
Mbale (Uganda) (Figure 11). Kitale prices were not available 
for the whole period under analysis, therefore Eldoret 
prices (which are known to follow Kitale prices as markets 
are nearby) were used. Prices in Isiolo follow prices in the 
source market Meru (North). Marsabit also tends to follow 
Meru prices, but due to its trade ties with southern Ethiopia, this relationship is not every evident, particularly since early 
2016 (Figure 12). Maize prices in Kitui follow prices in Nairobi and Moshi (Tanzania) (Figure 13). 

 

Figure 14. Seasonal price index for maize in Marsabit, Isiolo, and 
Kitui 

 
Source: Authors’ calculations based on NDMA 2018 

Figure 15. Seasonal price index for maize in Turkana, Baringo, 
and Samburu 

 
Source: Authors’ calculations based on NDMA 2018 

Figure 16. Five-year average maize prices and coefficient of 
variation in the AOI 

 
Source: Authors’ calculations based on NDMA 2018 
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Maize prices reflect the seasonality of production/supply 
areas. In Isiolo, Baringo, Samburu, and Kitui, prices tend to 
increase between April and July. In Marsabit and Turkana, 
higher prices are also observed between November and 
March (Figure 14 and Figure 15). In addition to seasonality 
in supply, poor road conditions, particularly during the rainy 
season, are a major factor affecting trade and accentuate 
the already high prices in more remote locations.  

Despite the similar price trends observed, maize price levels 
and their variability differ across counties in the AOI (Figure 
16). Turkana registers the highest average maize prices at 
about 80 KES/kg, but their variation is relatively low (at 
about 9 percent). On the contrary, Kitui registers the lowest 
average prices (close to 40 KES/kg), but their variability is 
the highest (about 19 percent). Marsabit County has the 
lowest variation in prices, with a coefficient of variation of 
about 6 percent. 

As noted earlier, beans are the most widely consumed 
product among pulses and their marketing takes place 
jointly with maize and other cereals. Price data for beans 
without substantial data gaps across time and markets in 
the AOI are limited to Marsabit and Kitui, covering the 
period 2015–2017. Prices in Marsabit and Kitui present a 
similar behavior and tend to follow the pattern of Kitale, a 
source market (Figure 17), and of Nairobi, the main 
consumption market in the country. Beans prices increase 
seasonally, reaching the highest levels between April and 
June (Figure 18). Among the markets compared, Kitui 
presents the lowest variability, while Kitale and Nairobi 
register the lowest prices (Figure 19). 

Figure 11 to Figure 13 and Figure 17 showed similar price 
trends across markets. Deeper analysis confirms that maize 
and beans prices co-move across markets and that markets 
in the AOI are integrated with other markets in the AOI, in 
Kenya, and in neighboring countries.  

No secondary time-series price data are available for wheat, 
wheat flour, and edible oil for markets within the AOI, and 
sorghum data were available for Kitui, albeit with gaps for 
2015–2017, limiting opportunities for long-term price 
analysis. Figure 20 shows the average wholesale prices 
registered in the main markets visited for the commodities 
of interest. Wheat grains were not readily available across 
markets visited and therefore, are excluded from this 
figure. Across cereals, maize is the least expensive option 
and rice the most expensive. 

 

Figure 17. Beans (rosecoco) prices in Marsabit, Kitui, and other 
reference markets, 2015-2017 

 
Note: Kitale and Nairobi prices are wholesale. 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on NDMA 2018; Ministry of Agriculture, 
Livestock and Fisheries 2018 

Figure 18. Seasonal price index for beans in Kitui and Nairobi 

 
Note: Long-term price data series were not available for Marsabit and 
Kitale, hence they were not included in the calculations. 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on NDMA 2018; Ministry of Agriculture, 
Livestock and Fisheries 2018 

Figure 19. Three-year average beans prices and coefficient of 
variation in the AOI 

 
Source: Authors’ calculations based on Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and 

Fisheries 2018 
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Overall, marketing activities in the AOI are constrained by 
several factors. Access to capital is the main barrier to entry 
to marketing and remains a constraint for current traders at 
both wholesale and retail level. Lack of capital affects the 
capacity to invest, acquire transport, or expand fleets, and 
to access storage and other infrastructure needed to 
engage in marketing activities and/or increase turnover. At 
the retail level, some traders interviewed reported limited 
access to and/or availability of retail space (in shops or 
markets) and lack of trusted individuals to support their 
business activities. In relation to regional trade dynamics, 
trade restrictions imposed by neighboring countries, such 
as the most recent Tanzanian maize export ban established 
between June and November 2017 due to concerns on the 
sufficiency of domestic food supply, has led predominantly 
to adjustments and/or changes in the supply structure 
(search for new suppliers and supplies from the 
international market) and a rise in prices as informal 
imports became more expensive due to the costs associated with circumventing the ban (FEWS NET 2017).  

According to interviewees, several aspects can enhance marketing activities in the AOI. The most significant are (FEWS NET 
2018): 

• Improve the road network, particularly to more isolated locations. 
• Improve and/or construct market facilities in locations where these are in poor condition or nonexistent. 
• Facilitate trader and retailer access to storage and capital. 
• Support the professionalization of trade through development in skills on accounting, business administration, and 

other relevant topics. Where available, current opportunities are accessible only to members of certain groups. 
• Support the creation and/or strengthening of trader organizations. 
• Support peacebuilding, reduction of conflict, and security-enhancing activities. 
• Provide support to the livestock sector (e.g., re- or destocking as needed, rehabilitating physical infrastructure in 

markets, improving animal nutrition and health). 
• In areas where agricultural production is feasible (southern Baringo, Kitui), conduct activities that improve 

agricultural productivity and marketing to support both livelihood strengthening and market development. 

 

  

Figure 20. Average wholesale prices of the key commodities in 
the AOI’s main markets  

 
Note: Edible oil prices are per liter. 

Source: FEWS NET 2018 
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4. Food Assistance Context in the AOI 
This section provides a brief overview of the food assistance 
context and experience in the AOI. Details are available in 
Annex 7. Appropriateness and Feasibility of Different 
Modalities. 

4.1 Food security context 
Food insecurity is a persistent issue in the AOI and more 
generally in northern and eastern Kenya (Figure 21). All six 
counties in the AOI share interrelated causes of food 
insecurity, impacting both acute and chronic food insecurity, 
including: (1) climatic variability; (2) susceptibility to pests 
that affect crop production and livestock; (3) resource-based 
conflict; (4) limited livelihoods, with a reliance on safety nets 
even during non-crisis years; and (5) a lack of potable water 
and long trekking distances to water sources. Poverty is a 
compounding factor; in Turkana and Samburu, more than 75 
percent of the population is poor (Table 2). 

Over the year, seasonality impacts the level of acute food 
insecurity. The August to September dry season in northern 
pastoral areas (Turkana, Marsabit, Isiolo, parts of Samburu), 
as well as in agropastoral areas of southwestern Samburu 
and northern Baringo, coincides with the main lean season, 
so food access constraints are typical during this period. In 
Kitui, the period before the start of the short rains harvest in 
December/January (the primary harvest) is typically the 
most food insecure period, as household stocks are depleted by then. 

4.2 Policy and programming context  
The National Food and Nutrition Security Policy, launched in 2011, represents the main policy related to food assistance in 
Kenya. The policy encompasses aspects related to chronic and acute food insecurity, as well as malnutrition. In the framework 
of emergency relief, the policy (1) acknowledges assistance options that save lives, and (2) supports recovery, rehabilitation, 
restoration of livelihoods, and development, such as “transfers-based entitlements, cash transfers, public work programs, 
input support, and special measures for the protection and management of livelihood assets and mechanisms to protect and 
promote optimal feeding of infants and young children, particularly in ASALs which are most prone to food emergencies” 
(Government of Kenya 2011). 

The policy identifies direct food distribution, food for work, cash transfers including cash for work, and supplementary feeding 
programs as transfer-based options to smooth consumption. However, it highlights concerns about the appropriateness of 
in-kind assistance given local preferences and aspects associated with its efficiency such as lack of timeliness, high costs, 
distribution leakages, and disincentives for investment in domestic production linked to a potential reduction of domestic 
prices (Government of Kenya 2011). After these considerations, the policy provides the following guidance (Table 5). 

Table 5. Key points related to food assistance in the National Food and Nutrition Policy 
Clause Guidance 
7.2.2 Kenya has and will continue to put in place innovative emergency response mechanisms for affected 

populations including internally displaced persons. These are aimed first and foremost at saving lives, linked 
with strategic efforts towards recovery, rehabilitation, restoration of livelihood systems, and development. 
These include transfers-based entitlements, cash transfers, public work programs, input support, and special 
measures for the protection and management of livelihood assets and mechanisms to protect and promote 

Figure 21. Proportion of cycles in IPC Phase 2 or higher, 2012–
2017 

 
Note: IPC Phases for acute food insecurity: 1 = Minimal, 2 = Stressed, 3 = 
Crisis, 4 = Emergency, 5 = Famine. 

Source: FEWS NET 2018 
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Clause Guidance 
optimal feeding of infants and young children, particularly in ASALs which are most prone to food 
emergencies 

7.3.1 Direct food distribution, food for work, cash for work, and supplementary feeding programs are transfer-
based options that can be considered for smoothing consumption. 
Universal social protection may be more effective than targeted safety nets for achieving widespread 
progress against food insecurity and malnutrition. 

7.3.3 Cash transfers are a viable alternative to in-kind transfers, particularly where markets can meet demand. If 
achieving certain food security outcomes, these transfers can be conditional. 

7.3.4i Replace in-kind distribution with cash-transfers where appropriate and limit in-kind assistance only to the 
context of rapid onset disasters, severe shortages, and nonfunctional markets. 

7.3.4 ii-iv Assistance-related schemes should include a combination of universal and targeted interventions to achieve 
progress against food insecurity and malnutrition, link to long-term development activities, and ensure 
meaningful community and private sector participation at all stages. 

7.4.2ii Targeted feeding programs should provide adequate/appropriate and nutritious foods according to different 
physiological and regional demands. 

7.5.1 Short-term (emergency) public works programs should develop communal infrastructure such as roads, 
markets, water points, and irrigation structures. Cash-for-work schemes are preferred over food-for-work 
activities, which should be used only where food is unavailable in the market. 

7.5.2i -ii Long-term (development) public works programs should support the improvement and maintenance of social 
and market infrastructure in areas with high acute food insecurity. Food-for-work programs should be 
replaced with cash-/voucher-for-work programs where markets are functional. 

7.6.1 Nonfood assistance may also be needed to support livelihoods restoration following a crisis/shock, with the 
objective of ensuring households’ productive capacity and avoiding chronic reliance on food assistance. 
Options include the provision of production inputs, tools, and capital. 

7.6.2 For ASALs, programming efforts should consider protection and management of livestock. Options include 
restocking or destocking, grazing and water management activities, and development of infrastructure (water 
points, roads, stock routes, markets). 

7.6.3 Consider flooding in ASALs and fire events in urban/slums settings as additional events (to droughts) that may 
necessitate food-related emergency response. 

7.7.1 Emergency programs should be run concurrently with long-term development programs to support growth 
and long-term development. 

7.7.2 i-v Strengthen the link between emergency and development by supporting emergency activities that serve as 
a foundation for long-term development, promoting livelihoods diversification in fragile areas, supporting 
livestock activities in ASALs, and developing and improving physical infrastructure. 

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on Government of Kenya 2011. 

With respect to the actual programming context, implementers’ experience, operational capacity, modality preferences, and 
county-level decision-making processes shape the way food assistance programs are designed and implemented in each 
county. Donors’ perspectives and funding channels also influence the type of activities and food assistance modalities that 
take place. Hence, while the policy provides guidance, other factors often influence implementation. 

4.3 Overview of food assistance activities  
The Government of Kenya (GoK), the World Food Programme (WFP), and Kenya Red Cross Society (KRCS) are the largest 
regular food assistance actors in the country. Together with many other actors (Table 6 to Table 8), they have been active in 
the humanitarian/emergency food assistance space in the past years, most recently in response to the prolonged drought 
from 2016–2017. Some of these organizations collaborate with WFP in some counties. While emergency/humanitarian 
operations have concluded for some of the organizations listed, many remain active. They are taking a longer-term approach 
to food security and livelihoods through programs oriented to livelihoods protection and strengthening, financial inclusion, 
market-based interventions, and/or school and supplementary feeding programs. For all organizations, the modality, 
location, scale, timing, and duration of their food assistance programs has been variable.  

The Kenya Food Security Steering Group (KFSSG) coordinates food assistance activities in Kenya, predominantly in the 
emergency context. At the county level, it works under supervision of the County Steering Group (CSG), which oversees 
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emergency operations in each county. Interviewees referred to the KFSSG and CSG as the essential local authorities for 
decision making regarding the identification of needs, coordination of assistance, and strategic decisions. The National 
Drought Management Authority (NDMA) supports their activities and provides technical advice. NDMA co-chairs the Cash 
Working Group in Kenya together with KRCS. 

In terms of long-term programming, the Hunger Safety Net Program (HSNP) supports the food security situation of vulnerable 
populations in Turkana, Marsabit, Wajir, and Mandera through cash transfers. The program is implemented by NDMA and is 
one of four cash-based safety net programs implemented in the framework of the Kenya National Safety Net Programme 
(NSNP). The other programs include Persons with Severe Disabilities, Older Persons, and Transfers for Orphans and 
Vulnerable Children, all implemented by the Ministry of Labor and Social Protection. Efforts are underway to improve 
coordination across agencies. 

4.4 Experience with food assistance modalities 

4.4.1 In-kind assistance 
The AOI has vast experience with in-kind assistance. Based on the information available, Turkana, Isiolo, and Marsabit 
Counties have the largest number of activities (agencies) being implemented (Table 6). 

Table 6. Overview of in-kind food assistance activities in the AOI, 2013–2018 
Element Baringo Isiolo Marsabit Kitui Samburu Turkana 

Implementing 
agencies 

World Vision, 
KRCS 

Action Aid, WFP, 
GoK, Caritas 

PACIDA*, WHH, 
Caritas, 
Malteser 
International, 
World Vision 

Caritas, ADRA, 
GoK, Al Khari 
Foundation Ramati, WFP 

World Vision, 
WHH, KRCS, 
WFP, Child Fund 

Commodities 

Maize flour, 
green grams, 
edible oil 

Sorghum, edible 
oil, split peas 

Sorghum, edible 
oil, split peas 

Maize, rice, 
edible oil 

Sorghum, and 
occasionally 
maize or rice 

Cereals (mostly 
sorghum), 
beans, edible oil 

Number of 
households 
benefiting (range) 1,000–1,200 1,700–7,000 300–5,000 500–NA NA 5,500–7,600 

Length of 
assistance (range) 3 months 3–8 months 1–4 months Up to 3 months NA NA 
Note: It was not possible to map all details for all organizations listed. The information presented in the table shows only information available to the 
FEWS NET assessment team, hence it should be considered as only indicative of the general landscape for this specific modality.  
The full names of the organizations listed are shown in Annex 1 and in the list of acronyms and abbreviations. 

Source: FEWS NET 2018 

This modality is generally less appreciated by both implementers and those beneficiaries interviewed. Criticisms indicated by 
implementing organizations include that food distribution creates dependency, is not dignifying, does not promote 
productive activities, and generates challenges associated with transport, handling, and storage, pipeline breaks, insecurity, 
and inadequate management leading to quality losses. Nevertheless, a few households in Isiolo, Samburu, and Marsabit 
indicated their preference for in-kind assistance due to its simplicity (no need to understand complex mechanisms), reduced 
risk for misuse (compared to cash), less fear of not being able to access assistance (such as missed payments in cash transfers), 
and certainty that the amount to be delivered will remain stable. Where there was a preference for in-kind cited by 
households, this perspective was more prevalent amongst women, who cited concerns of husbands taking the cash and use 
for non-food expenditure. Some agencies also cited this risk, but this was typically held by those who had not had direct 
experienced of cash transfer interventions. Key agencies such as WFP provide most in-kind food or cash transfers to the 
women in households (60% of households or more) to minimize risks of diversion. 

Not all food received is consumed by the recipient household. Beneficiaries may share between 20–30 percent of the food 
received, leading to the dilution of assistance. In Turkana County, some beneficiaries reported sharing even one-half of their 
assistance package with others. Self-monetization of food assistance is also common, with beneficiary households selling 
some commodities (particularly sorghum) to access cash to purchase other preferred food items or to pay for other household 
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expenses (school fees, medical expenses, etc.). Market-related impacts are not well documented, but some traders indicated 
reduced sales right after the distributions. 

Transporters serving food assistance programs are usually selected through a competitive process. For some of these service 
providers, participation in programs creates cash flow challenges as it is a common practice among development agencies to 
execute payment about 30 days (and up to 45) after the service is provided. Generally, it takes approximately two to three 
days to travel from Mombasa to Isiolo and Samburu, and transport rates are between 25–30 KES/MT/km. According to key 
informants this rate is too low and needs to be adjusted as it does not capture the cost of security services (engaged due to 
the insecure conditions) of 2,000–3,000 KES/person/day, or the cost of handling (offloading) at distribution sites. Short-
distance trips are often paid a fixed rate per kilometer (500 KES/km).  

4.4.2 Cash transfers 
Cash transfer is becoming the modality of choice among food assistance beneficiaries, and for agencies providing food 
assistance in Kenya. As noted earlier, the National Food and Nutrition Security Policy, Clauses 7.3.3 and 7.3.4.i, recommends 
the use of cash in situations where markets can supply increased demand. Numerous organizations (WFP among them) and 
donors (UK’s Department for International Development, DFID; European Commission Humanitarian Aid, ECHO) have shifted 
or are shifting to cash-based activities based on positive results observed so far with this modality, such as increased 
resilience, productivity, and savings, and the development of infrastructure and social capital (Table 7). Further, transfers 
have created trust in people’s capacity to pay and have contributed to increased access to credit by beneficiaries. 

Table 7. Overview of cash-based food assistance activities in the AOI, 2013–2018 
Element Baringo Isiolo Kitui Marsabit Samburu Turkana 

Implementing 
agencies 

World 
Vision, WFP, 
KRCS 

Action 
Aid, WFP, 
ACF, KRCS 

Caritas, 
WFP, NDMA, 
KRCS, ADRA, 
Action Aid 

PACIDA, WHH, Christian 
Aid, FH, WFP, Concern 
Worldwide, World 
Vision, KRCS, NDMA, 
SND, Plan International 

ACTED Oxfam, WHH, KRCS, 
World Vision, WFP, GoK, 
Save the Children, Child 
Fund, Caritas, FH 

Channel for the 
transfer 

Cooperative 
Bank, M-
Pesa 

M-Pesa, 
Equity 
Bank 

M-Pesa, 
Cooperative 
Bank 

M-Pesa, Equity Bank, 
Cash through traders 

M-Pesa M-Pesa, Equity Bank, Cash 
through traders 

Transfer value 
(range) 

KES 3,000–
4,000 

KES 3,000 KES 2,300–
7,150 /3 
months 

KES 3,000; KES 4,000– 
6,300 in protection 
ration 

KES 
3,000–
4,000 

KES 2,700–4,000; KES 
4,000– 6,300 in protection 
ration 

Number 
participating 
households (range) 

1,000–1,200 500–
10,000 

513–23,000 200–3,600; 
20,346 in HSNP 

NA 3,000–7,000;  
About 40,000 in HSNP 

Note: It was not possible to map all details for all organizations listed. The information presented in the table shows only information available to the 
FEWS NET assessment team, hence it should be considered as only indicative of the general landscape for this specific modality. The full names of the 
organizations listed are shown in Annex 1 and in the list of acronyms and abbreviations. NA = not available. 

Source: Personal communication with implementing agencies during FEWS NET 2018 field assessment. 

Some food-for-assets (FFA) programs are also transitioning to cash-for-assets (CFA) interventions. About 90 percent of DFID 
and ECHO’s 2017 response was delivered through cash transfers. Government officials emphasized the need for an 
appropriate response analysis as the basis for decision making. However, the team found that few organizations 
implementing cash-based assistance have carried out such assessments as part of their design efforts. This is due to agency 
organizational capacity in designing and implementing cash-based assistance, as for many (particularly the smaller agencies) 
it is a new modality in the Kenyan context. Additionally, there has been limited funding to include HR/staffing resources in 
budgets. Rather the trend is to rely more on the information available from agencies who have done assessments and the 
local knowledge of market dynamics. 

Beneficiary households indicated using the money received to buy food and to pay other expenses such as education fees, 
medicine, clothing, and housing improvements, as well as for savings (through community/village savings groups), and for 
investment in livestock, transport, and business activities. However, a major concern expressed by different stakeholders 
relates to the size of the transfers. Nowadays, transfers range between 2,000–3,000 KES/month/household and cover 
between 50–65 percent of the food basket. This transfer value was set up by agencies to roughly align with the transfers 
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provided in safety net programs such as HSNP. This has been cited by many as an area of concern, as the HSNP and emergency 
food assistance have different objectives in terms of intended impact. According to interviewees, the value of the transfer is 
too low considering the scale of needs, particularly in the context of an emergency. Currently there is no documented 
standardized agency transfer value to calculate the expenditure basket for cash transfers, although some agencies have 
designed them (Oxfam, Concern Worldwide and KRCS). No transfer values were found to consider household income sources 
and how much food requirements households can cover themselves. Preliminary analysis in Turkana suggests a transfer of 
about 10,000 KES/month is adequate for ensuring a sufficient and nutritious diet (Save the Children 2017), although this too 
does not include a food or income gap analysis. 

In counties served by HSNP, bank coverage (i.e., Equity Bank) has expanded, but availability of bank agents remains a concern. 
Households interviewed noted having easier access to M-Pesa agents than to Equity Bank agents. The possibilities for M-Pesa 
agents to recruit other agents has facilitated expansion of the network. For transfers done via mobile phones, connectivity 
problems, changes in phone number, or deactivation of lines is a pervasive challenge and has led to unintended exclusion of 
some beneficiaries. Implementing organizations are aware of this and actively working to address these issues. Efforts are 
also underway to prevent beneficiaries from receiving benefits from multiple programs. Other challenges associated with 
cash transfers include: possession of a national ID card, which is needed to open a bank account or to subscribe to a phone 
line; irregular practices by agents; insecurity; population movements (e.g., of pastoralists) that make continuous 
disbursements difficult; and the time needed for the program set up. According to the literature, intrahousehold tensions 
have been observed when cash transfers are delivered to women, as men, the traditional household heads, feel left out 
(Kenya Red Cross 2017b). 

Overall, interviewees (including traders) did not report any long-term impact of cash programming on inflation/prices, 
although some informants indicated higher prices one week after payments occurred. A real-time evaluation of cash transfers 
in the context of the 2016–2017 drought indicated that about 60 percent of beneficiaries interviewed (about 3,000 persons) 
reported increased prices in the AOI following the distribution. Marsabit County had the lowest proportion of beneficiaries 
reporting price changes (22 percent), while Baringo County had the largest proportion (80 percent). In Turkana, Samburu, 
and Isiolo, this proportion was about 60 percent (Kenya Red Cross 2017b). While this information suggests potential impacts 
on markets, post distribution market monitoring has been too scarce and limited in scope (geography and duration) to make 
definite conclusions on this matter. Price sensitivity among consumers and a high level of competition at the retail level might 
contribute to the limited long-term market impacts observed.  

With respect to financial service providers’ capacity to handle payments, liquidity issues were reported in situations where 
many beneficiaries attempted to cash out their transfers on the same day. Long lines and the potential for a reduced payout 
are experiences associated with this situation. However, this has largely improved since the trend to use M-Pesa, instead of 
Equity bank, used by the majority of implementing agencies 

4.4.3 Vouchers 
Recent experience with voucher programs is limited to a few organizations (such as Caritas Kenya, PACIDA, and Concern 
Worldwide) and value vouchers. FEWS NET mapping identified voucher-related activities only in Isiolo and Marsabit (Table 
8). However, it is well known that voucher programs have been implemented for populations living in refugee camps, which 
were not covered in this assessment. 

Table 8. Overview of voucher-based food assistance activities in the AOI, 2013–2018 
Element Isiolo Marsabit 

Implementing agencies Caritas, ACF PACIDA, Malteser International, Caritas, Concern Worldwide 

Mechanism Paper vouchers Paper vouchers 

Transfer value (range) KES 2,500–3,000 KES 3,000 

Number of households benefiting (range) 500–950 NA 
Note: It was not possible to map all details for all organizations listed. The information presented in the table shows only information available to the 
FEWS NET assessment team, hence it should be considered as only s indicative of the general landscape for this specific modality. The full names of the 
organizations listed are shown in Annex 1 and in the list of acronyms and abbreviations. NA = not available. 

Source: FEWS NET 2018 
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Beneficiaries of voucher programs were generally positive about their experience, despite some mention of vendor 
irregularities and stolen/lost vouchers. From the vendor perspective, some traders (agrodealers) indicated having to buy their 
stocks on credit to ensure supply for the project. Hence, access to credit or purchases on credit is a determinant for 
participation. Given the possibilities for cash-based assistance, agencies have not deeply explored the feasibility of vouchers. 
Concern Worldwide switched to cash after a program evaluation showed its cost-efficiency vis-à-vis vouchers.  

4.4.3 Local and/or Regional Procurement (LRP) 
Kenya is both a source and recipient country of food assistance based on LRP. In 2017, commodities procured with USAID 
funding in Kenya were used in the emergency response in Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), Rwanda, South Sudan, 
and Sudan. Commodities purchased from Rwanda and Zambia were distributed in Kenya in refugee and drought emergency 
operations (USAID 2017). Organizations such as the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), Oxfam, and Save the 
Children also procure commodities in Kenya for domestic and regional use. At the national level, initiatives such as Purchase 
for Progress (WFP) support procurement of locally produced foods for use in school feeding programs. For more details on 
supporting infrastructure to LRP, see Annex 6. 

5. Considerations for Program Design 
Findings from this assessment identify several constraints to 
and opportunities in support of different modalities in the 
AOI. Overall, appropriateness and feasibility of the different 
modalities for the delivery of food assistance are strongly 
related to beneficiary and organizational preference and the 
availability of key resources (such as road and network 
coverage) in the operating environment. Based on the 
information reviewed, all modalities have contributed to 
improve the food security situation of the targeted 
populations, though cash transfers have been shown to 
stimulate local economic activities.  

Several factors relevant for program design were identified 
through the analysis (Figure 22 and Table 9 to Table 14): 

• Environmental factors, which either allow productive 
activities or restrict them over certain areas and 
determine the seasonality of livelihood activities. 

• Social factors, particularly persistent intertribal 
conflict affecting trade flows, accessibility, and 
overall development. 

• Spatial distribution of infrastructure and services, 
which ensures coverage along the main 
roads/corridors, but presents weaknesses and 
challenges in sparsely populated areas. 

• Regional dynamics, which are important for 
exchange of goods and services, including the supply of key staples, but are also relevant in cross-border social 
dynamics and tensions in some locations. 

• The food assistance context, with a general trend toward cash-based programming supported by the market context 
and the policy environment. While this trend has been observed in emergency contexts due to recent events, it will 
likely be equally or more relevant for long-term development efforts. 

 

 

Figure 22. Geography of constraints and opportunities in 
support of market-based modalities in the AOI 

 
Source: Authors’ elaboration 
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5.1 Environmental factors 
Table 9. Key environmental considerations for program design and implementation 

Element/aspect Assessment findings Refer to section 

Limited capacity of the natural 
resource base to sustain 
agricultural production 

Insufficient and erratic rainfall, coupled with low agricultural potential of soils, 
constrain productivity of crops, resulting in minimal food supply within the AOI. 

2.1 

Varying availability of 
grassland and water 

While the general environment supports the development of grassland needed 
in the pastoral system, the seasonality of rains and other factors influence 
livestock migration patterns, competition for grassland and water resources, 
and overall livestock conditions. 

2.1 
Annex 3 
Annex 4 

Risk of adverse climatic events, 
particularly drought 

Droughts are recurrent risks to productive activities, leading to loss of crops in 
agricultural and agropastoral areas and reduction of grassland in pastoral 
areas, with the consequent reduction in production. 

2.1  
2.2 

Source: Authors’ elaboration 

5.2 Social factors 
Table 10. Key social considerations for program design and implementation 

Element/aspect Assessment findings Refer to section 

Large household size and high 
dependency ratios 

Larger than average household size and number of dependents. 2.2 

Diverse household structure Households in the AOI are heterogeneous, with monogamous, polygamous, 
female-headed, and other type of households prevalent in the area. However, 
preferences for in-kind or cash transfers vary based on gender. 

2.2 

Low level of literacy AOI presents higher level of illiteracy relative to the national average, limiting 
the population’s access to information. 

2.2 

Key income sources While livelihoods are underlying pastoral, income derived from self-
employment (sale of bush products, charcoal, construction materials, water 
fetching) and casual labor represents a considerable proportion of household 
income for the poor and very poor.  

2.2 
Annex 3 

Nomadism and seasonal 
migration 

In pastoral systems, households/household members may migrate from place 
to place in the search for grazing areas for their livestock. This migration might 
be regular (part of the system) or seasonal. For migrant persons, access to 
food, services, infrastructure, and markets varies depending on their temporary 
location. 

4.3.2 
Annex 3 
Annex 4 

Persistent intertribal conflict Actual or potential intertribal tensions and conflicts are a regular threat to 
normal life as they can disrupt trade flows and livelihood activities 

2.2 

High awareness about mobile 
technology and its 
applications 

A large proportion of the population owns or has access to mobile phone 
technology. Awareness of its use for financial transactions is also high. 

2.3.1 

Source: Authors’ elaboration 
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5.3 Availability of infrastructure and services 
Table 11. Key infrastructure and service-related considerations for program design and implementation 

Element/aspect Assessment findings Refer to section 

Road availability and quality Several primary roads with year-round access connect different points in the 
AOI with the rest of the country and neighboring countries. Transit through 
these roads is facilitated by improved road conditions. However, accessibility to 
more remote locations is challenged by poor road conditions, limited network 
development, rain, and flooding. 

2.3.1 
Annex 6 

Storage availability Storage is generally available in the AOI. NCPB, the private sector, and 
development institutions have storage possibilities in the area, though it is 
common practice to store product outside the AOI and ship it prior to 
distribution. 

2.3.1 
Annex 6 

Port capacity Mombasa Port was recently upgraded, which has reduced time (and associated 
costs) for discharge. The port does not operate at full capacity. The upcoming 
opening of Lamu Port will substantially increase Kenya’s port capacity. 

2.3.1 
Annex 6 

Transport services Transport services qualified to support in-kind distributions are generally 
available in the AOI. However, current fees are considered low, which may 
result in increased fees/costs in the future. 

4.3.1 

Mobile network coverage Safaricom is the main network provider in the AOI. Network coverage was 
generally available in the locations visited. 

2.3.2 
Annex 6  
Figure 45 

Availability of financial service 
providers 

Financial service agents/branches and mobile service agents are generally 
available in larger towns across the AOI. Equity Bank has strong presence in 
Turkana and Marsabit due to implementation of the HSNP. Cooperative banks 
are preferred over Equity Bank in some locations. 
In more remote locations, mobile financial service agents dominate, with M-
Pesa agents representing the majority.  

2.3.2 
Annex 6 

M-Pesa outreach and 
flexibility 

The wide use of the M-Pesa platform in financial transactions of any type 
within Kenya has supported its use by development organizations for cash 
transfers. 

2.3.2 
Annex 6 
Annex 7 

Know Your Customer 
practices 

A national ID card is necessary to open a bank account (or to access certain 
banking services more generally), and to purchase a phone line. 

4.3.2 
Annex 6 

Liquidity of financial service 
providers 

Liquidity challenges have been reported in situations where a large number of 
beneficiaries aim to cash their transfers on the same day. 

4.3.2 
Annex 6 
Annex 7 

Source: Authors’ elaboration 

5.4 Regional dynamics 
Table 12. Key regional-level considerations for program design and implementation 

Element/aspect Assessment findings Refer to section 

Trade with Uganda, Ethiopia, 
and Tanzania 

Higher prices in the AOI and shocks to domestic supply increase the 
dependency of the AOI on food imports and its attractiveness as a destination 
market in regional trade dynamics. 

3.1 
Annex 4 

Relevance of cross-border 
trade 

Cross-border trade in the East African region accounts for approximately 40 
percent of total trade in staple foods. Uncertainties in the actual amount lead 
to potential underestimation of the size of imports. 

Annex 4 

Source: Authors’ elaboration 
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5.5 Food assistance context 
Table 13. Key food assistance-related considerations for program design and implementation 

Element/aspect Assessment findings Refer to section 

Recommendations by the 
National Food and Nutrition 
Security Policy 

The policy suggests the use of cash transfers where markets can meet demand. 
To improve food security outcomes, the transfers should be conditional. 
Long-term public work programs should be cash-based, where markets are 
functional, and support the development/maintenance of social and market 
infrastructure. 
Long-term development efforts should consider livestock-related activities. 

4.1 

Beneficiary preferences There is a clear trend in beneficiary preferences in favor of cash-based 
transfers, but some households prefer in-kind assistance.  

4.3.2 
Annex 7 

Preferences of implementing 
agency/organization 

Several organizations are/have implemented cash transfers in the AOI, with 
positive results, reinforcing their preference for this modality. 

4.3.2 
Annex 7 

Presence of NDMA in the food 
assistance context 

NDMA’s technical expertise and role as Chair of the Kenya Cash Working Group 
and its outreach to the county government and institutions supports informed 
decision making and coordination among assistance providers.  
As implementer of the HSNP, NDMA has first-hand knowledge of cash transfer 
implementation challenges (and possibilities) in Turkana and Marsabit. 

4.2 
Annex 7 

Impacts on markets Limited evidence is available regarding market impacts (or lack of) of the 
different assistance modalities. However, the information suggests that no 
long-term impacts on prices are observed. 

4.3.2 

Source: Authors’ elaboration 

For the different food assistance modalities considered in this analysis, the following opportunities and challenges were 
identified.  

Table 14. Modality-specific considerations for program design and implementation 
Modality Opportunities Challenges 

In-kind • Amount of food received by households remains 
stable 

• Supporting infrastructure exists (ports, storage) 
• Experience with this modality is vast 

• Dislike for some of the commodities provided 
• Food-sharing practices dilutes the use and impact of 

commodities received 
• Heaviness/bulkiness of commodities received 

complicates transport to the homestead as women are 
the primary collectors of the food received; challenges 
for the elderly and others with physical impairments. 

• Potential long distance to distribution points makes 
transport difficult and/or costly 

• Pipeline breaks in supply and/or distribution may 
challenge timely delivery 

• Potential contamination, as cases have been 
documented 

• Does not promote productive activities 

Cash • Preferred option among beneficiaries due to its 
flexibility as they decide how to spend their 
transfer based on their priorities 

• Widespread awareness of the possible use of 
mobile phones for financial transactions  

• Preference for mobile transfers compared to bank-
based services 

• Growing presence of financial service providers 
due to increased programming in social protection 
eases access to points of service 

• Minimal and short-lived impact on markets, 
according to traders 

• Low transfer values used with respect to needs and use 
of money for other purposes beyond food, reduces the 
transfer impacts on immediate food consumption 

• Delayed (or missing) payments have been documented 
• Technical challenges (mobile payments) may prevent 

beneficiaries to access their transfer 
• Some beneficiaries have been challenged by the 

registration process 
• Access to transfers precluded by poor network 

connectivity in some areas or distance to bank providers 
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Modality Opportunities Challenges 
• Promotion of investment and savings 

CFA / FFA • Supports development of essential infrastructure 
while supporting households’ income 

• Can be a mechanism to include youth as 
experiences have demonstrated 

• Supports community participation and 
strengthening of social capital 

• Allows beneficiaries to be engaged in other 
productive activities (time-wise and through 
investment of income) 

• Special activities need to be designed for those who 
cannot participate in the work activities, for any reason 
(cultural/gender norms, persons with disabilities, the 
elderly) 

• CFA and FFA activities face the same implementation-
related challenges as cash transfers and in-kind 
distribution 

Voucher • Awareness of this modality exists due to some 
experiences in the AOI 

• Experiences documented in the framework of 
refugee camps and a few small-scale programs 

• Irregularities with some vendors prevented beneficiaries 
to access their assistance as desired 

• Stolen and/or lost vouchers 
• Not favored by agencies as cash is considered a better 

option (in cash-programming practice) and has been 
shown to work in Kenya 

LRP • Experiences of local procurement exist in Turkana 
and Isiolo in relation to school feeding programs 

• Analysis of previous LRP experiences in the 
framework of emergency operations did not find 
relevant long-term market impacts 

• Late and/or insufficient resource disbursements 
compromise school feeding activities through the whole 
academic year 

• Local production is not sufficient or stable enough to 
meet program needs 

Source: FEWS NET 2018 

  



FEWS NET Kenya Enhanced Market Analysis   2018 

 

Famine Early Warning Systems Network   23 

Annex 1. Overview of Field Assessment Activities and of Key Informants 
For the field assessment activities, the team was divided into two groups. One group covered Turkana, Baringo, and Samburu 
counties and the other covered Marsabit, Isiolo, and Kitui counties. Key markets (Kitale, Trans Nzoia county and Meru, Meru 
county) serving the AOI were also visited. In each county, the team conducted interviews with a diverse set of key informants 
and household focus group discussions (FGD) in the main town and in a more remote location (Table 15).  

Table 15. Overview of interviews and focus group discussions held in the framework of the EMA assessment 

County Traders Local government 
officials 

Staff from implementing 
agencies FSP agents FGD households 

Turkana 8 1 5 2 2 

Baringo 9 1 3 0 2 

Samburu 6 1 4 1 2 

Marsabit 9 2 7 7 2 

Isiolo 8 1 2 2 3 

Kitui 9 3 3 6 3 

Total 49 9 24 18 14 

Source markets 

Kitale 2     

Meru 5     

National 

Nairobi  1    
Source: Authors’ elaboration 

Additionally, the teams performed connectivity tests at each site visited within the focus counties to confirm the availability 
of a mobile network. To obtain a broader perspective on the different aspects under analysis, interviews with key informants 
in Nairobi and visits to different locations (within and outside the AOI) relevant for commodity storage and distribution were 
also carried out. Table 16 presents the affiliation of the different types of key informants approached in the framework of 
this activity. 

Table 16. Affiliations of key informants, by type 
Type of key informant Key informant 

Agencies with current or recent 
experience implementing food 
assistance activities 

WFP Kenya (VAM, Program Policy)  

KRCS (Kenya Red Cross Society) 

Child Fund 

NDMA (National Drought Management Authority) 

World Vision 

Ramati Development Initiatives 

ACTED (Agency for Technical Cooperation and Development) 

CARITAS 

PACIDA (Pastoralist Community Initiative and Development Assistance) 

Concern Worldwide 

Food for the Hungry 

SND Kenya (Strategies for Northern Development) 

Action Aid 

ADRA (Adventist Development and Relief Agency) 

Oxfam GB 

IFRC (International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies) 
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Type of key informant Key informant 

Malteser International 

Financial Service Providers 

M-Pesa (run by Safaricom) 

KCB Bank Kenya Ltd. 

KWFT (Kenya Women Finance Trust Ltd.) 

Mobile Service Providers Safaricom 

Other 
FSD Kenya (Financial Sector Deepening) 

CaLP (Cash Learning Partnership) 
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Annex 2. Enhanced Market Analysis Methodology and Data 
The Bellmon Amendment requires assurance that a proposed food assistance program will not result in a significant 
disincentive to or interference with food production or marketing.1 Historically, the Bellmon Amendment was mostly 
applicable to in-kind US food aid that was either distributed or monetized as part of Food for Peace (FFP) Title II programs. 
Since 2016, with the increased flexibility in terms of the modality options available using US government funds via the 2014 
Farm Bill and Food Aid Reform process, FFP has extended this application to include other assistance modalities including 
local, regional, and international commodity procurement, as well as cash transfer and voucher programs (USAID 2015).  

The objective of the FEWS NET EMA is to provide sufficient evidence to relevant USAID policy decision makers and program 
managers on a range of topics to allow a determination of whether the design of a proposed food assistance program 
(Emergency or Development) is appropriate and feasible given the local context. Local context includes but is not limited to 
the underlying livelihood and market systems and resulting food security outcomes, government policies and programs, local 
infrastructure and supporting services, and relevant food assistance experience in focus areas. 

Each food assistance modality has the potential to negatively affect production and/or market incentives. An assessment of 
the likelihood of those negative impacts must therefore be completed to successfully determine the appropriateness of a 
given proposed modality and transfer distribution mechanisms (Table 17).  

FEWS NET analysts use a livelihoods-based convergence of evidence approach that typically draws on a range of primary and 
secondary data sources to provide the necessary evidence to inform the decision-making process. The sources, extent/detail, 
and quality of secondary data available for analysis vary widely from country to country. To this end, FEWS NET EMA builds 
from existing national-level FEWS NET Market Fundamentals Reports and market databases (production, prices, trade flows, 
commodity balances), livelihood reporting, agroclimatology information, and food security reporting and analysis with 
secondary data sources (food security and market reports, poverty mapping reports, income and expenditure studies, among 
others) and data gathered from stakeholders via a field assessment and stakeholder workshop.  

Table 17. Key EMA study questions 

 
Study focus area, typically a subnational geographic area 
targeted by FFP for future assistance programming 

Other areas (national, regional, or international) where 
commodity procurement might take place for in-kind 
distributions or transfers 

Ap
pr

op
ria

te
 

What are local livelihood systems, including key foods 
consumed, and food and income sources 

 

What is the estimated food gap among poor and very poor 
households? 

 

What is the size of local markets (quantities traded), who are 
the actors, and do they behave competitively? 

What is the size of the market (quantities traded), who 
are the actors, and do they behave competitively? 

What are seasonal variations in supply, demand, and prices?  

How well are local markets integrated with broader national, 
regional, and international marketing systems? 

What is the size of markets and size of exportable 
surpluses? 

What are key constraints to expanding supply to local markets?  

Fe
as

ib
le

 

What existing food assistance programs are underway and what 
have been their experiences, including key challenges and 
successes? 

What existing procurement efforts are underway and 
what have been their experiences, including key 
challenges and successes? 

What is the status of the local enabling environment for the 
food assistance modalities and transfer distribution mechanisms 
under consideration (for example, private and NGO storage and 
transportation capacity)? 

What are constraints to the effective and timely 
procurement and distribution of commodities (for 
example, physical constraints, policies, storage, and 
transportation network capacity)? 

Source: Authors and USAID/FFP 2016 

                                                                 
1 The language in the Bellmon Amendment refers to “food aid” rather than “food assistance.” The language used in this report was updated to reflect the 

new and increased flexibility in terms of USAID FFP funding use, which now allows for a much wider range of procurement and distribution options.  



FEWS NET Kenya Enhanced Market Analysis   2018 

 

Famine Early Warning Systems Network   26 

FEWS NET EMA Analytical Approach 
Step 1 CONSULTATION 
The first step consists of carrying out consultations with USAID/FFP to understand and elaborate on their preliminary research 
questions, future program objectives (including geographic targeting and expected outcomes), and initial range of modalities 
and transfer distribution mechanisms under consideration. This consultative step is repeated in an iterative fashion, as 
necessary, as USAID’s understanding of the study area and context improves and as its priorities are further refined. These 
consultations take place with key stakeholders within FFP Washington (e.g., country backstop officers and the FFP Markets 
Team) and in the field as well as with other relevant USAID staff (e.g., Feed the Future).  

Step 2 REVIEW OF EXISTING RESOURCES 
The specific resources reviewed will be informed by the results of the consultation process and the depth and scope of existing 
FEWS NET resources and expert knowledge. In general, the secondary resources reviewed fall under a number of essential 
themes (Table 18). The review of secondary sources likewise usually takes an iterative approach that is flexible to changing 
information needs (Step 1) and the evolving nature of FEWS NET’s understanding of key issues and topics.  

Table 18. Key resources reviewed over the course of EMA studies 

Step 3 FIELD ASSESSMENT DESIGN AND PLANNING 
The field assessment design and planning process is informed by Steps 1 and 2, which jointly orient the team to USAID priority 
research questions and geographic focus areas and reveal information gaps and inconsistencies in existing literature and 
reports that require clarification and triangulation. Each assessment is different, but nevertheless it includes common 
elements implemented in a rapid assessment, in-depth interviews with selected key stakeholders (Table 19).  

Theme Key information Useful resources 

Livelihoods Food and cash income sources, preferred foods, size and 
seasonality of food gap. 

Livelihood zone descriptions, profiles, and baseline 
study reports by FEWS NET, FEG, Evidence for 
Development, Save the Children, and others) 

Markets Market structure, conduct, and performance (SCP) in 
study focus areas including: determinants and level of 
food availability, market actors and their behavior, price 
levels and trends (seasonal and interannual) in key 
reference markets, degree of market integration within 
broader national or regional context.  

FEWS NET Market Fundamentals Reports 
FAO CFSAM reports 
WFP Market assessments 
FAO Food Balance Sheets 
Cash and voucher feasibility studies 
Other market baseline reports 

Food security 
outcomes 

Food security assessment findings (CFSAM, CSFVA, VAC 
reports) and national Demographic and Health Surveys 
(DHS) and income and expenditure study results (ILO, 
World Bank, among others). 

Demographic and Health Surveys (DHS) 
Income and expenditure study results (ILO, World 
Bank, among others) 

Policy context Existing government, UNDP, World Bank, and other 
development policies and programs.  

National Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers 
UN Strategy papers  

Food assistance 
program 
experience 

The inventory includes, I/NGO or government agency, 
location (as specific as possible), modality, expected 
duration of activity, transfer composition and size. 

Current FFP awardee annual reports, Development 
Experience Clearinghouse and partner annual and 
evaluation reports 

Infrastructure Existing road networks, port capacity (if relevant), 
storage and transportation systems and capacity, 
availability of information technology (IT). 

Previous Bellmon reports and analyses, Digital 
Logistics Capacity Assessments (DLCA), and National 
Ministry of Transportation Strategy Documents and 
Annual reports 

Enabling 
environment 

Availability of banking and mobile money services in 
focus areas.  

Cell Mapper  

Source: Authors  

https://www.fews.net/sectors/livelihoods
http://foodeconomy.com/household-economy-analysis-services/livelihood-zoning/
http://www.efd.org/
http://www.efd.org/
http://dhsprogram.com/
http://www.ilo.org/surveydata/index.php/catalog/HIES
http://iresearch.worldbank.org/lsms/lsmssurveyFinder.htm
http://dhsprogram.com/
http://www.ilo.org/surveydata/index.php/catalog/HIES
http://iresearch.worldbank.org/lsms/lsmssurveyFinder.htm
http://iresearch.worldbank.org/lsms/lsmssurveyFinder.htm
http://dlca.logcluster.org/display/public/DLCA/LCA+Homepage
http://www.cellmapper.net/
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Table 19. Essential elements of FEWS NET EMA field assessment design and planning 
Assessment planning 
element 

Notes 

Determine assessment team 
structure 

This is informed by expertise required to successfully respond to USAID decision support needs and 
may include a combination of skill sets, including economists, livelihood specialists, logistics and 
supply chain analysts, food assistance programming experts, food security experts, and local 
specialists who are familiar with the study focus area and can help orient the team to local dynamics 
and facilitate meetings between the assessment team and stakeholders.  

Identify markets to visit  This includes the commodity markets, and the physical markets, ports, and border points.  

Identify stakeholders to 
interview 

This should be as specific as possible, including stakeholders’ institution, geographic location, and 
function.  

Identify potential logistical 
issues and strategies 

This includes but is not limited to security concerns to be discussed with local staff, partners, and 
hired facilitators/translators. 

Design field assessment 
checklist 

Checklists of key topics and questions to discuss are developed for each stakeholder group: private 
traders, food processors, transporters, implementing partners, farmers, food assistance beneficiaries, 
warehouse managers, local government officials, and extension agents.  

Draft assessment roadmap This includes a detailed itinerary, a daily agenda of planned interviews, and travel itinerary. 

Plan stakeholder workshop If the assessment includes a consultation workshop, this event (one to three days) must be planned. 
Source: Authors’ elaboration  

Step 4 CONDUCT FIELD ASSESSMENT 
The FEWS NET EMA field assessments involve filling in data gaps, triangulating secondary data, and holding discussions with 
identified key stakeholders to ensure a convergence of evidence. While in the field, the assessment team may split into 
separate groups to maximize geographic or thematic coverage. In principle, the division of responsibilities should happen as 
early as possible during the design and planning phase.  

In some instances, inviting a cadre of stakeholders to a central location to discuss key assessment issues is deemed useful by 
FEWS NET staff. In those cases, the meeting typically follows the field assessment and serves an additional check on the 
accuracy of field assessment findings, particularly as they relate to market structure, conduct, and performance, and the 
experience with specific assistance modalities in a given geographic area.  

Likewise, instances arise when physical field visits are not possible due to conflict or other constraints. While not ideal, in this 
case, FEWS NET staff may still be able to speak with key informants via phone calls to obtain relevant information to meet 
EMA decision support needs. FEWS NET staff may also hold the stakeholder workshop in a safe location rather than physically 
entering areas deemed unsafe.  

Step 5 REPORT WRITING 
FEWS NET reports assessment findings according to an outline agreed upon with inputs from FFP staff. The first results are 
typically submitted within six weeks of completing the field assessment, as outlined in the activity Scope of Work. FFP staff 
typically reply with comments, questions, and requests for clarification within two to three weeks of receipt of the initial 
draft. A final 508-compliant report must be submitted according to an agreed-upon timeline.  

Data 
The analysis uses a combination of primary and secondary data, as well as general literature about the local policy context, 
livelihoods, markets, food security outcomes, experience with previous food assistance programs, local infrastructure, and 
other aspects of the enabling environment relevant for market-based food assistance program design in Kenya. 

Primary data includes information collected through key informant interviews, focus group discussions, and direct 
observation during the field assessment and follow-up interviews. The secondary data includes price, production, trade, 
rainfall, road network, availability of financial services, and coverage of mobile network. The data was obtained from different 
sources as shown in the list of references.  
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Annex 3. Livelihood Systems in the AOI  
This annex provides an overview of the livelihood systems 
and main sources of income and food in the livelihood 
zones in the EMA focus counties: Turkana, Marsabit, Isiolo, 
Baringo, Kitui, and Samburu.2 The review is based on 
secondary and primary data gathered from a FEWS NET 
Livelihood Zoning activity in 2010 and Household Economy 
Analysis (HEA) assessments conducted between 2012 and 
2016. 3 4 

The six counties of interest consist of all or part of ten rural 
livelihood zones, including five rural subzones and one 
urban subzone (Figure 23): 

● KE01: Northwestern Pastoral Zone encompasses most 
of Turkana County in northwestern Kenya on the 
border with Uganda, Sudan, and Ethiopia, and includes 
three distinct subzones: 
1. Turkana Border Pastoral (TBP), which includes the 

north and west of Turkana, bordering South Sudan 
and Uganda 

2. Turkana Central Pastoral (TCP), nested between 
the TBP zone and Lake Turkana 

3. Lodwar Urban (LUZ), a small zone which covers the 
town of Lodwar situated along the main road 
between Kenya and South Sudan 

● KE02: Turkwell Riverine (TAP) Zone. A small strip of 
land that extends southwest into central Turkana 
County from Lake Turkana along the Turkwell River. 

● KE03: Kerio Riverine Agropastoral (KAP) Zone. A small 
pocket of land towards southeastern Turkana County, 
on the border with Samburu that falls along the Kerio 
River 

● KE04: Lake Turkana Fishing Zone (LTF). The 2 km wide 
perimeter along the edge of Lake Turkana that extends 
into Turkana County to the west and Marsabit County to the east. 

● KE05: Northern Pastoral Zone covers the majority of Marsabit county in north-central Kenya, shares a border with 
Ethiopia to the north, and includes two subzones: 
1. Greater Marsabit Pastoral (GMP), which covers almost all of Marsabit County 
2. Laisamis Sedentary Pastoral (LSP), a small zone located in the south west of Marsabit County 

● KE07: Northeastern Agropastoral Zone (NEA) is located the northeast section of Kenya along the border with Ethiopia, 
covers the northern part of Wajir County. 

● KE09: Northeastern Agropastoral Zone is a large pastoral zone that encompasses much of central Wajir and Isiolo 
Counties. The NEP baseline did not include Isiolo County. 

● KE10: Eastern Pastoral Zone is a large pastoral zone which covers south of Wajir, north of Garissa and a small corner of 
southern Isiolo. 

                                                                 
2 Livelihood zoning is a process of dividing a geographic area within which people broadly share the same patterns of access to food and access to markets 
into distinct livelihood zones. It is the first step in the HEA Framework. 
3 HEA is an approach that measures and predicts short-term changes to food access. HEA considers how households make ends meet from one year to the 
next, and the assets that enable them to do so. There are three levels of inquiry that constitute HEA: district level interviews, community-level interviews in 
8-12 villages, and household-level interviews in each wealth group within every village assessed.  
4 Livelihoods zoning plus activity in Kenya (FEWS NET 2010). HEA baselines: Turkana County (Save the Children, Oxfam, and FEG; 2016), Marsabit County 
(SMP: Concern Worldwide and FEG, 2013; GMP and LSP: Financial Sector Deepening (FSD) and FEG, April 2016), Mandera and Wajir Counties (Save the 
Children and FEG, 2012). 

Figure 23. Livelihood zones in the EMA Area of Interest 

 

 
Source: FEWS NET 2011 
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● KE16: Southeastern Marginal Mixed Farming Zone is a large semi-arid agricultural zone with covers most of Kitui, as well 
as Meru, Tharaka, Mbeere, Mwingi, Machakos, Makueni. 

● KE24: Western Agro-pastoral Zone is a large semi-arid agro-pastoral zone in which includes Baringo, parts of Samburu, 
Turkana and Isiolo, as well as Laikipia and a section of West Pokot. 

Overall, the region is characterized by pastoral and agro-pastoral livelihood systems, including some food crop production, 
fishing on the shores of lake Turkana, and casual labor in urban centers. Cash crop production is very limited. Northern areas, 
such as Turkana, Marsabit, and Samburu Counties, are dominated heavily by pastoral groups who rely almost entirely on 
livestock breeding and associated animal-based economies to support household food and income needs. Agro-pastoralism 
is also practiced, with the proportion of animal- versus-agriculture-based food and income strategies shifting according to 
climatology, land availability, and proximity to marketing infrastructure. Across livelihood zones, the poor and very poor 
constitute between 50 and 72 percent of the population. 

The seasonal calendar is broadly similar across all zones (Figure 24). There are two rainy seasons: the long rains from March 
to May and the short rains from October to November/December. The rains determine the availability of water and fodder 
for livestock and therefore livestock reproduction patterns and, to some extent, the timing of the agricultural and fishing 
seasons. Seasonality also affects food sources in pastoral and agro-pastoral zones. The livestock cycle is closely linked to the 
rainy seasons for the timing of births and milk availability. Milk production is generally high in the rainy seasons and low in 
the dry seasons.5 The general pattern of livestock conception and birth can be significantly affected by drought. In zones with 
crop production, households rely on one major cereal harvests but two production cycles per year for pulses.  

Figure 24 Seasonal calendar in eastern and northern Kenya 

 
Source: Authors’ elaboration based on FEWS NET (2010), Save the Children (2012 and 2016), Concern Worldwide (2013) and FDS (2012) 

Sources of income 
The most important source of income among the poor and very poor is self-employment, followed by “other” sources (gifts, 
wild food sales, fishing, etc.) and employment (i.e., labor) for the very poor, whereas livestock sales are of secondary 
importance for the poor (Error! Reference source not found. and Figure 26). Across all livelihood zones, pastoral and agro-
pastoral, the importance of livestock sales and trading activities for income increases with wealth, whereas the importance 
of casual and self-employment decreases with wealth. While income from crop and livestock production relies on the amount 
and timing of the rains, other income-generating activities such as firewood, charcoal and construction materials collection, 

                                                                 
5 Camels usually conceive near the beginning of one of the rainy seasons and give birth in the same season the next year; and give birth typically once every 

2 – 2.5 years. Cattle usually conceive towards the end of one rainy season, after recovering from the harsh dry season, and give birth after nine months, 
usually in the month before a rainy season (March or September). Sheep and goats usually conceive during one rainy season and give birth after five 
months, during the next rainy season. 
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handicrafts, petty trade, and brewing are year-round activities. In agricultural production zones, casual employment 
opportunities are available during the rainy seasons including land preparation, planting, weeding and harvesting. 

Figure 25. Income sources for the very poor, by livelihood zone Figure 26. Income sources for the poor, by livelihood zone 

  
Source: Authors’ elaboration based on FEWS NET (2010), Save the Children 

(2012 and 2016), Concern Worldwide (2013) and FDS (2012) 
Source: Authors’ elaboration based on FEWS NET (2010), Save the Children 

(2012 and 2016), Concern Worldwide (2013) and FDS (2012) 

Very poor and poor households with few livestock rely on employment – either labor for others or self-employment – as a 
primary source of income. Labor opportunities include construction activities in nearby urban centers, herding, and tasks 
such as digging boreholes or fetching water for wealthier local households. Self-employment includes the collection and sale 
of bush products such as firewood, charcoal, construction materials (e.g., wooden poles), weaving materials, and 
gums/resins. Fish sales contribute to household income in KE04/LTF where it is the most important source of income for poor 
and very poor households. Livelihoods in the urban zone (LUZ) are primarily labor-based (casual unskilled and skilled labor; 
formal employment), and many households also sell bush products or handicrafts. Labor migration is limited but a small 
proportion of poor and very poor households migrate to larger urban areas as far as Nairobi for work. Crop sales (rainfed 
maize, cowpeas, beans, sorghum, and millet) are important in the mixed farming zone of Kitui, in addition to honey sales, 
remittances, and livestock sales. 

Among middle and better-off households, livestock and livestock product sales dominate as being the most important source 
of income in the majority of zones. In the Turkana and Laisamis pastoral subzones, the two upper wealth groups obtain nearly 
all their cash income from livestock herds, and here even poor households obtain more than 50 percent of total income from 
livestock sales. On the other hand, in pastoral subzones in Marsabit county, poor and very poor households are characterized 
by low livestock holdings and instead rely on labor opportunities such as herding, collecting firewood, migration to urban 
centers, and daily construction labor. Whereas per head camels and cattle are more valuable in cash terms, goats and sheep 
generated most of the cash income in these pastoral zones. Women and men both contribute to the livestock household 
economy in different ways. 

Expenditure patterns vary somewhat between agro-pastoral and pastoral zones and are influenced by levels of food aid. 
However, most spending of poor and very poor households in all focus counties is on staple and non-staple foods (Figure 27 
and Figure 28). The remaining portion is split between household items, services (health and education), and to a small extent, 
agricultural and livestock inputs. In NEA (including KE07), poorer households spent proportionally less of their income on 
staple food as compared to middle and better off households due to the large amounts of food aid received by poorer 
households in the reference year. However, in NEP (including KE09) and the Turkana and Marsabit County livelihood zones, 
the proportion of income spent on food decreases with wealth, whereas the proportion spent on non-staple food, inputs, 
water, and household items generally increases with wealth. In many zones, only middle and better-off households can invest 
in productive inputs (primarily medicine for livestock in pastoral areas). In Turkana, very poor households spent 65–80 percent 
of total expenditure on food items, whereas better off households spent 25–40 percent in the non-pastoral livelihood zones 
and 50–60 percent in the pastoral livelihood zones. In Marsabit, very poor households spent 80–90 percent of total 
expenditure on food items, whereas better off households spend closer to 45–50 percent on food items, with the rest going 
towards inputs, social services, clothing, and other expenditures (e.g., beer, tobacco, transportation, and festivals). In fact, in 
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LSP, better-off households spend up to eleven times more than very poor households on schooling, reflecting a significant 
divide between wealth groups. 

Figure 27. Expenditure patterns of the very poor, by livelihood 
zone 

Figure 28. Expenditure patterns of the poor, by livelihood zone 

  
Source: Authors’ elaboration based on FEWS NET (2010), Save the Children 

(2012 and 2016), Concern Worldwide (2013) and FDS (2012) 
Source: Authors’ elaboration based on FEWS NET (2010), Save the Children 

(2012 and 2016), Concern Worldwide (2013) and FDS (2012) 

Sources of food 
Market purchase is the most important source of food across all wealth groups, followed by food aid, gifts, and wild foods 
for the very poor and poor, and livestock products (milk and meat) for the middle and better off (Figure 29 and Error! 
Reference source not found.). The contribution of own livestock production (milk, other dairy products, and meat) to food 
needs increases with wealth. Maize meal or grain, rice, wheat flour, sugar, beans, and vegetable oil are the main items 
purchased, whereas sorghum, milk/meat, wild foods, and vegetables are produced and consumed by households. 

Households in pastoralist livelihood zones obtained most of their food from a combination of market purchases, own livestock 
production (milk/meat), wild foods, and food aid (including school feeding). In times of drought, such as 2010–11 in Wajir 
County, nearly all households relied somewhat on food aid; however, the proportion decreased as household wealth 
increased. Relief food is often shared with households that did not receive it. Milk from camels, goats, and cows, and meat 
constitute the primary or secondary food source among middle and better-off households, although livestock product 
contribution is low in years of drought or recovery from drought.  

Agro-pastoral households also rely on livestock production, market purchase, wild foods, and food aid. The proportion of 
food obtained from own-crop production in agro-pastoral areas was similar across wealth groups because all households 
cultivate similar areas of land per person. In agro-pastoral and riverine/lake zones and subzones (KE02, KE03, KE04, and NEA 
within KE07), own crop production and/or fishing (captured by the “other” category in Figure 29) contribute up to 30 percent 
of total food needs among the poor and very poor. In 2015–16, food aid was a small source of food in Turkana County, which 
marks a decrease from the 2011–12 year, largely due to the rise of cash transfers. In Kitui, a marginal mixed farming zone, 
most households produce more than half the maize they consume in addition to sorghum, beans, vegetables, and wild foods, 
and market purchase and livestock production make up the remainder. 

Among the poor and very poor for counties with baselines available, market purchases average 53 percent of total food needs 
(ranging from 22 percent to 64 percent for the very poor and 36 percent to 69 percent for the poor, depending on the zone), 
followed by food aid, which was most significant in NEA (KE07) at 56 percent of food needs among the very poor and 43 
percent of food needs among the poor. Although it varies by zone, remaining food needs are met by some combination of 
crop production in agro-pastoral, livestock production (milk and meat), payment-in-kind, and other sources such as gifts, wild 
foods, and fish (KE04). Households in Lodwar Urban Livelihood Zone obtained food from only two sources: market purchases 
and food aid (mainly school feeding).  
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Figure 29. Sources of food for the very poor, by livelihood zone Figure 30. Sources of food for the poor, by livelihood zone 

  

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on FEWS NET (2010), Save the Children 
(2012 and 2016), Concern Worldwide (2013) and FDS (2012) 

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on FEWS NET (2010), Save the Children 
(2012 and 2016), Concern Worldwide (2013) and FDS (2012) 

Across all zones, market purchases were dominated by staple food (primarily maize), both in terms of money spent and 
kilocalorie contributions. 

In-kind food sources were important to the poor and very poor in Marsabit pastoral zones, as these wealth groups are unable 
to rely on own livestock to meet their food needs and instead obtain food or cash in exchange for casual labor. Poor 
households are unable to generate enough cash to meet their food needs through market purchase, so in-kind food, gifts, 
and food aid are important supplements. 

Middle- and better-off households also rely heavily on market purchases; however, this is supplemented more so by own 
crop and livestock production than among the poor and very poor. In pastoral and agro-pastoral zones, middle households 
meet on average 24 percent of food needs through livestock products. In agro-pastoral zones, on average, a further 27 
percent of food needs is met through crop production; whereas better-off households attain on average 39 percent of food 
needs from livestock products. In several zones, both higher wealth groups also received food aid. In zones NEA and NEP 
where a large relief distribution program was under way because of the 2010–11 drought, middle households covered an 
average of 25 percent of food needs with food distributions and better-off households an average of 13 percent. Middle and 
better off households located in zones GMP, LSP and LTF received school feeding as did their poorer counterparts. In all zones, 
middle and better off households meet their basic food needs, whereas poor households faced a gap in TAP, GMP, LSP, and 
NEP. 

Main foods consumed 
The primary staple food consumed throughout northern Kenya is maize, in the form of maize grain and maize meal, which is 
typically obtained via market purchase. Maize grain is the cheapest option in most zones and tends to provide the primary 
source of calories for the poorer wealth groups. In bad years, all wealth groups will allocate greater expenditures towards 
maize purchases. For pastoral households, reliance on purchased food is especially high during the dry seasons, when milk 
supplies are lowest. Agro-pastoral populations focus their efforts on growing maize and sorghum and some legumes (e.g., 
cowpeas, green gram).  

Rice, wheat flour and sorghum are also purchased for household consumption. Additional basic foods purchased by 
households are beans, sugar, vegetable oil, and meat, which are typically purchased year round. Certain items like milk and 
vegetables become unavailable or unaffordable during the dry season and consumption drops. Generally, the proportion of 
income spent on staple cereals compared to other foods decreases with wealth; this is the case across all livelihood zones. 

In pastoral zones better-off households can get more than half of their annual kilocalorie needs from their animals (milk, 
meat, and ghee). Although they own fewer livestock, the contribution of livestock products to household food needs can 
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cover 25–40 percent of food needs for very poor and poor households. In agro-pastoral zones the importance of milk and 
meat falls considerably, except among the better off.  

Wild foods contribute more to the annual energy needs of very poor and poor households than to middle and better-off 
households. Women and children typically search for wild foods,6 especially while conducting other activities, such as 
firewood collection.  

In terms of food gaps, the total number of calories consumed by households varied by wealth, with better-off households 
meeting roughly 117 percent of their minimum needs in the reference year, and very poor households just barely covering 
96 percent (in those zones where quantified baseline information exists). In certain zones, notably in Marsabit (GMP, LSP), 
and Turkana (TAP), the food gap among poor and very poor households is more pronounced.  

Households employ a variety of coping strategies in response to hazards or in years with low production to meet their 
minimum food requirements. These include increased livestock sales, extended livestock migration, allocating more 
expenditure towards staple foods, increased bush product collection and sale (especially among very poor and poor 
households), labor migration, reliance on remittances and social support, and credit-taking. In the event of severe droughts 
spanning several seasons, many of these strategies become unsustainable over the long term. 

Risks to livelihoods 
The major chronic hazard across all livelihood zones is erratic and insufficient rainfall on a yearly basis; situations that in 
certain years result in drought conditions. Drought leads to reduced pasture and water availability for livestock, which in turn, 
intensifies pressure on any available water points and pastures, leading to conflict among herders. A second important, yet 
periodic, hazard are endemic livestock pests and diseases (such as worm infestations, tick-borne diseases, and 
trypanosomiasis in camels). 

Inter-tribal conflict is a persistent threat that can displace household members, restrict livestock movement, and disrupt 
markets. Insecurity also plays a part in isolating pastoral households from potential markets, making it risky to venture into 
neighboring areas within and outside Kenya. Livestock raiding is a problem, especially for camel herders, since these animals 
are too large to move economically by road and they cannot be moved on foot because of the risk of theft.  

Agro-pastoral zones are equally vulnerable to drought, as well as seasonal floods and crop diseases. Irrigated agriculture is 
affected by river flow and water levels, which in turn are determined by the timing and distribution of rain in the highlands. 
Difficulties maintaining irrigation infrastructure (i.e., canals and intakes) also affect production on an annual basis.  

Other hazards include human diseases that reduce household productivity, and market shocks and resulting price spikes, 
which are problematic given heavy reliance on markets as source of food. Price spikes might occur due to a variety of reasons 
such as impassable roads during the rainy season, widespread harvest failure, global food price increases, increases in 
transport costs, etc. 

  

                                                                 
6 As an example, common wild foods found is Turkana include Dobera glabra (edapal), Borscia conacea (edung), Cordia sinensis (edome), Salvadora persica 

(esekon), Zizphus Mauritania (ngakalalio) and Balanites orbiculans (ebei). 
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Annex 4. Marketing Context of Key Commodities in the AOI 
This annex presents the market structure, conduct, and 
performance of selected food staples in the AOI, namely 
maize, wheat, sorghum, beans, and edible oil. Two 
additional sections provide an overview on the livestock and 
fortified-flour-blends subsectors. 

Structure 
As noted in Section 3.1 Market structure, crop production in 
the AOI is limited due to unfavorable environmental 
conditions such as low and erratic rainfall, limited soil 
fertility, and the reoccurrence of adverse climatic events 
(particularly droughts). Other factors affecting agricultural 
production more generally in Kenya, but also applicable to 
the AOI, further reduce food production prospects. For 
instance, limited access to technical advice and financing 
services, poor quality of inputs, incidence of pests and 
diseases, poor post-harvest management, and inadequate 
infrastructure (roads, water, storage) (Chemonics 
International Inc 2010). In this context, crop production in 
the AOI is rather minimal (Table 20). 

At the national level, agricultural production is concentrated 
in the southern half of the country, where sufficient rainfall 
and better conditions prevail. The highest agricultural 
potential is observed in the central and western parts of the 
country (Figure 31). 

Staples such as maize and beans are supplied to the 
northern counties in the AOI by these production areas in 
the central highlands (Meru, Nyeri, Embu) and the western 
part of the country, including Bungoma, Eldoret, Kitale and 
Nakuru. For Kitui, which extends over a marginal mixed 
farming zone, supplies originate from within the county, the 
central highlands, Nairobi, Mombasa, and Tanzania. 

Despite these local resources, domestic production is 
insufficient for satisfying demand making Kenya dependent 
on food imports, both formally from the international 
market and through informal cross-border trade with 
neighboring countries. By volume, wheat rice, and maize are 
the main grains imported (Table 21). Calculations based on 
Comtrade data indicate that these three cereals account for 
about 90 percent of total grain imports (DESA/UNSD 2018).  

Large-scale maize and wheat processing into flour is done 
by large commercial millers. Kenya has about 20–25 of such 
millers, of these 18 are large capacity (+150 Mt per day) and 
the others are medium capacity (50–150 Mt per day). The total milling capacity in Kenya at present is about 3,500 Mt/per 
day. Some of the larger mills that can be considered as potential suppliers for an LRP program, for instance: 

Table 20. Production volume for key commodities in the AOI, 
MT, 2013 

County Maize Sorghum Wheat Beans 
Other 
pulses 

Baringo 57,472 2,179 - 15,123 1,208 

Isiolo 2 1 - 2 - 

Kitui 38,461 25,458 - 13,619  
Marsabit 987 2  323 7 

Samburu 2,281  2,700 82  
Turkana  2,481   10 

 

Source: KNBS 2015a, 2015b, 2015c, 2015d, 2015e, 2015f 

Figure 31. Livelihood clusters in Kenya 

 
Source: FEWS NET 2013 

Table 21. Average cereal imports, MT/year, 2012 - 2016 

Commodity Average (MT) 

Wheat (grain) 1,217,537  

Rice (milled) 443,835  

Maize (grain) 301,143  

 

Source: KNBS 2017; DESA/UNSD 2018 
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• Unga Holdings Limited: Unga Group Ltd is the largest 
and oldest grain miller in Kenya which commenced 
business in the early 1900’s and they are the only miller 
currently listed on the Nairobi Stock Exchange. The 
Unga Group has extensive holdings that include wheat 
and maize milling, animal feeds production and 
commercial porridge production (Error! Reference 
source not found.). Unga currently operate six mills, 
five in Kenya and one in Uganda. 

• Nairobi Flour Mills: The fully-automated 
manufacturing facility can be run 300 days per year 
depending on customer demand (Error! Reference 
source not found.). The main retail packaging size is 
1kg and 2kg packets, however, any size bag up to 90kg 
may be ordered. Although products are sold locally 
with no exports carried out by the company and 
customers are encouraged to collect product to avoid 
adding to the cost of the finished product by the 
company, the company does have a fleet of 15 trucks 
(Nairobi Flour Mills Group, 2018).  

There are other millers of similar standard and size 
including Pembe Mills who are located in Mombasa that 
could also have the necessary capacity to supply an LRP 
program. As milled maize is not usually provided as an in-
kind donation, local or regional procurement of maize meal 
seems like a logical consideration if milled maize meal is a 
potential commodity for distribution. 

With respect to edible oil, about a third of Kenya’s demand is covered from domestic production. Imports, mainly palm oil 
from Malaysia, complement supply. There are about 30 refineries that are located predominantly in Nairobi and Nakuru. 
BIDCO Oil Refineries, KAPA Oil Refineries, Pwani Oils, and Unilever Kenya are among the largest, holding about 80 percent of 
market share. Refineries process oil into diverse blends sold under different brands and presentation. Some products are 
enriched with vitamin A and D. Kenya also exports oil, predominantly to other countries in the region. Annual consumption 
is estimated at 700,000 MT (PKF Consulting Ltd and International Research Network 2005; Office of Global Analysis 2009). 

Several edible oil manufacturers exist in the market with adequate capacity to meet local and regional procurement 
requirements, these include the following: 

• BIDCO Limited: BIDCO has a large distribution network throughout East Africa with a manufacturing plant in Thika and 
the Seed Crushing plant in Nakuru are state-of-the-art factories using the latest machinery and equipment. Their brand 
offering includes various types of vegetable oils, including palm, corn, soy, sunflower, and various blends that are fortified 
and available in packaging sizes ranging from 500ml to 20 liters. 

• KAPA Oil Refineries Limited: KAPA operates in 18 countries around East, Central and Southern Africa. Their Kenya plant 
is located in Nairobi and they have 16 distribution outlets throughout country. Lodwar and Isiolo are serviced by their 
Meru Distributor while Kitui and Marsabit are serviced through the Machakos distributor. Production and packaging 
capacity is 2,500MT and 1,000MT/day respectively. The product size ranges from 250ml PET bottles to 20-liter containers 
and edible oil brands include: 
• Rina – a vegetable oil (this is a blended oil with palm oil being the base) 
• Captain Cook – a corn oil 
• Rinsun – their premium oil product made from sunflower 

Table 22. Size of operations at Unga Holdings 

Milling Capacity (MT) 

Commodities Daily Capacity  Monthly 
Activity 

Wheat 220 +6,000 

Maize 180 +5,000 

Storage Capacity (MT) 

Location Wheat – 
Covered 

Flour – Covered  

Within the Compound 2,000 5,500 

Outside the 
Compound 

4,000 4,000 

 

Source: Musyimi 2016 

Table 23. Size of operations at Nairobi Flour Mills 

Milling Capacity (MT) 

Commodities Daily Capacity Monthly Activity 

Wheat 45 1,350 

Maize 120 3,600 

Storage Capacity (MT) 

Location Wheat – Covered  Flour – Covered  

Within the Compound 3,000 Mt 3,000 Mt 

 

Source: Musyimi 2016 
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The highest priced vegetable oil in 20-liter containers produced in Kenya is about $1,450 for 1,000 liters (0.926MT), the cost 
to import the same quantity of Soy oil from the US would be comparable at $1,480/MT.7 According to Kenya Revenue 
Authority, no barriers to the importation of edible oil exist in any form as long as the oil complies with Kenya Bureau of 
standards requirements that are available online via the KBS website at KES 1,900/standard. Once processed, edible oil is 
distributed across the AOI by a network of distributors from the refineries who source to wholesalers. From this point 
onwards, edible oil joins the marketing chain of other commodities such as rice, sugar, wheat flour, maize meal, etc., until it 
reaches the final consumers (WFP, EU, and Government of Kenya 2013). 

The main source markets for markets in the AOI are Meru, Kitale, Eldoret, Nakuru and Nairobi. Busia, Moyale, and Taveta are 
also relevant as they facilitate the transit of commodities from Uganda, Ethiopia, and Tanzania, respectively (See Error! 
Reference source not found. for more information on markets). The main source markets for imported and processed food 
commodities are Nairobi, Mombasa, some urban centers in the surplus producing areas, as well as regional imports (Table 
24). While staple foods flow towards the AOI, there is usually reverse flow of livestock, honey (Baringo, Kitui), and fruits 
(Kitui). Recently, production of Green grams (or Mung beans) as cash-crop in Kitui has increased, with destination to domestic 
and international markets. 

Table 24. Source markets for selected commodities towards the AOI 
Commodity Marsabit, Isiolo Turkana Baringo Samburu Kitui 

Locally 
produced 
staple foods 
(maize, beans, 
rice, wheat) 

Meru, Nyeri, Nanyuki, 
Embu, Nakuru, 
Ethiopia 

Eldoret, Nakuru, 
Kitale, Uganda 

Eldoret, Nakuru, 
Kitale, Uganda 

Nakuru, Nyahururu, 
Maralal, Meru, 
Isiolo 

Embu, Thika, 
Nairobi, Tanzania 

Imports and 
processed 
(wheat and 
maize flour, 
sugar, pasta, 
edible oil) 

Mombasa, Nairobi, 
Meru, Nyeri, Nanyuki, 
Nyahururu, Nakuru 

Mombasa, Nairobi, 
Eldoret, Nakuru, 
Kitale 

Mombasa, Nairobi, 
Eldoret, Nakuru, 
Kitale 

Mombasa, Nairobi, 
Nakuru, Maralal, 
Meru, Isiolo 

Mombasa, Nairobi 

Source: WFP, EU, and Government of Kenya 2013; FEWS NET 2018 

The main consumption (or destination) markets in the AOI are usually located along the transport corridors. These markets 
are in larger urban areas serving as county headquarters or large towns, and therefore connected to other urban centers by 
relatively better roads within and between counties. These markets also play a distributive role, supplying smaller markets 
along or away from the transport corridor. At the retail level, market outlets include open-air markets, enclosed markets, and 
permanent shops/kiosks, which offer a variety of food and non-food items simultaneously. 

Staples such as cereals and pulses are generally available across in markets within the AOI. However, availability varies with 
seasonality in harvests and the volumes available decline progressively from primary to tertiary markets. In the primary 
markets, perishable commodities are available for a long period of time, but in some secondary markets and many tertiary 
markets, some perishable commodities may be found for very short periods.  

Six marketing basins were identified in the AOI (Figure 7). These are delineated based on the existing transport corridors, 
trade relationships and flows between the markets, and other factors supporting or constraining transit in the AOI. A 
description of the basins has been provided in section 3.1. Given the imported nature of food supplies to the AOI, domestically 
produced foods as well as imported products generally follow the same route (as noted in Table 24). 

Market actors present in the AOI 

Given the low level of local crop production, traders, distributors/transporters, millers, and consumers represent the main 
actors participating in the marketing system of the commodities of interest in the AOI. Other actors such as the NCPB and 
institutional buyers also participate in the system. 

                                                                 
7 USAID Commodity cost calculator August 2018. 
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• Wholesaler/retailer. Wholesalers buy and resell commodities and handle large volumes overall and per transaction. 
Often, they also sell to final consumers in small consignments. Most secondary markets have many 
wholesaler/retailers depending on the size of the market. There are more wholesalers along the transport corridors 
than in remote areas. In the markets visited, the number of wholesalers ranged between 5 wholesalers in smaller 
markets and 50 wholesalers in main markets. Some wholesalers specialize in certain commodities (i.e., maize), 
particularly in source markets. In the AOI, these traders often handle diverse commodities according to their clients’ 
needs.  

There are no barriers to entry apart from capital. Wholesalers usually operate from permanent structures with 
storage behind the shop or somewhere else in the counties’ urban centers. Some of them own trucks, which allows 
them to transport their products at a lower cost and/or to provide transport services for other traders. Most of the 
wholesalers are men. 

• Retailer. These are merchants or storeowners who typically sell a variety of products to consumers and other end 
users. Retailers usually handle smaller volumes than wholesalers and their average transaction size is small. All 
markets have many retailers usually operating from shops or in open air. The number of retailers in remote markets 
is lower (a handful) than in the markets along the main transport corridors (over a hundred) resulting in some cases 
in thin markets with a low number of buyers and sellers. A thin market is characterized by low trading volume, high 
volatility and high bid–ask spreads. 

Retail activities are generally dominated by women, with men participating at varying degrees across the markets 
visited. Couples were often encountered managing and tending small stores, so it is not possible to ascribe 
ownership to a particular gender. While many retailers are licensed, many of them operate in an informal manner, 
which is often circumstantial. Hence, it is not possible to estimate precisely the number of retailers participating in 
each market.  

• Distributers and transporters. They are agents 
(men) with business relationships with assemblers, 
importers, or manufacturers as a direct point of 
contact for prospective buyers of certain products. 
They usually handle large amounts of the different 
products and tend to work with wholesale 
representatives that will buy large quantities. They 
use their own vehicles for transportation. Because 
of the large financial outlay required and bonds 
built over time, the number of 
distributers/transporters in a certain area is usually 
limited. They usually come from source markets. 

Transporters in Kenya vary in size ranging from 
single operators to large-scale enterprises with 
thousands of vehicles. The sector is competitive, 
however the poor state of infrastructure, insecurity 
conditions, high fuel prices, and reliance on 
imported parts, among others, lead to high 
transport costs. Limited accessibility to some places 
during the rainy season further challenges the 
operation of these actors, which often prefer to 
forego business and avoid the difficult transport conditions.  

• Small-scale millers (posho mills). Posho millers provide milling services to final consumers, who purchase grains 
from a trader and pay a fee (about KES 5 - 8/kg of grains) for processing. These mills tend to be available in all main 
markets and secondary markets but are sparser in more remote locations. 

Table 25. Factors constraining business expansion 

Factor Details 

Capital 

Limited capacity to accumulate capital 
needed for increase business activities. 
Avoidance of credit schemes from 
different sources due to the high 
interest rates charged. Fear of loss of 
the collateral. 

Low purchasing 
power  

Low effective demand because of low 
purchasing power, which makes 
expansion unnecessary. 

Poor roads and 
high transport 
costs 

Poor state of infrastructure leads to 
irregular and costly deliveries, which in 
turn impacts traders’ margins. 

Limited storage 
capacity among 
small-scale traders 

Lack of access to storage possibilities 
limits capacity to stock and to attempt 
to increase turnover 

Insecurity Disrupts trade 

High level of 
competition 

Coupled with low effective demand, 
high competition impacts traders’ 
margins and overall profit. 

 

Source: FEWS NET 2018 
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Several factors constrain the capacity of market actors to expand their business, however, access to capital represents the 
most prevalent obstacle. Low customer purchasing power, poor state of infrastructure, high transport costs, lack of storage 
capacity (smaller traders), insecurity, and high level of competition were other factors noted as obstacles to expansion (Table 
25). 

Gender dynamics 
Women play an important role in agricultural production and marketing in the arid and semi-arid lands of Kenya. Where 
farming is possible, women are involved in the production of staples and home gardening. For the case of livestock 
production, women assume the responsibility of handling animals kept close to the household, take care of sick animals, and 
perform milking, processing, and marketing activities for dairy products at or near their homestead. These activities are part 
of women’s regular household chores, but can also represent a source of income (CARE International 2014). On the contrary, 
men’s role in livestock keeping is more predominant in the acquisition of inputs, management of large animals such as cattle 
and camels, seasonal migration, and the sale of live animals locally or at distant markets (CARE International 2014).  

As noted, women dominate retailing activities for the case of staples, vegetables, and dairy/milk products. On the other side, 
men dominate wholesaling, transport, and intermediary activities of food products, as well as livestock trade. Overall, women 
have less opportunities for accessing services, training, and credit due to the lack of ownership of productive assets such as 
land, livestock, water, and cash, which rest in the hands of older men (Ministry of State for Development of Northern Kenya 
and other Arid Lands 2011; CARE International 2014). Consequently, women experience more challenges in improving their 
production practices and expanding their overall business activity. 

Conduct 
In most cases, wholesalers are price takers from distributors. 
However, primary wholesalers, appear to have more bargaining 
power than similar traders in secondary and tertiary markets 
because of economies of scale. At the wholesale level, 
transactions are done using standard units of measurement (90 
kg bag, kg, liter), however, at retail level local units of 
measurements might still be used in some locations. Prices are 
usually hidden, and price discovery is through time-consuming 
negotiations, particularly for domestically produced staple food 
commodities.8  

Unlike in the main producing areas where NCPB’s impact is in 
setting temporary floor prices, in the AOI NCPB direct role is 
restricted, but indirectly it provides a significant amount of food 
that is distributed by development organizations.  

Women-producers’ interactions with others in markets are 
limited by social norms. Women experience limitations for 
traveling, owning assets, and engaging with men. This situation 
creates disadvantages in the way they relate to other market 
actors such as intermediaries and local traders who purchase 
their products. As transactions occur locally or at the farm gate, 
women tend to be price takers (CARE International 2014). 

Performance 
Across commodities, prices in the AOI are typically lower in source and primary markets where turnover is high and 
commodities traded at relatively lower prices because of economies of scale and better road conditions (recall production 

                                                                 
8 PREG Learning Visit, March 2018. 

Figure 32. Maize average-price map, 2012 – 2017 

 
Source: Authors’ elaboration based on NDMA 2018; Ministry of 

Agriculture, Livestock and Fisheries 2018 
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areas in Figure 28). Prices increase systematically through secondary markets to tertiary markets along the transport corridor, 
ending higher in remote markets, as economies of scale diminish, distance increases, road condition deteriorates, and the 
market size becomes smaller. 

Maize was the least expensive commodity across markets at the time of the assessment, followed by maize meal. Wheat 
flour is about twice the price of maize grain and rice is notably the most expensive cereal. Wheat grain was often not available, 
and therefore excluded from these analyses. Prices in Baringo and Turkana tended to be among the highest across 
commodities. In a national level comparison, prices in the AOI (except Kitui) can be twice as high as prices in or near 
production zones (Figure 37). 

Correlation analysis of maize prices across markets revealed moderate to strong correlations (correlation coefficient over 0.5) 
between markets in the AOI and in other locations in Kenya. Correlations with prices in other markets in the regions is also 
observed, confirming price co-movement across markets.  

Table 26. Correlation coefficient for maize prices across selected markets in Kenya 

  Marsabit Isiolo Kitui Samburu Turkana Mandera Baringo Laikipia 
Meru 
North 

Taita 
Taveta 

Eldoret 
(Wh.) 

Mombasa 
(Wh.) 

Marsabit 1                       

Isiolo .64** 1                     

Kitui .75** .63** 1                   

Samburu .84** .66** .85** 1                 

Turkana .71** .76** .65** .67** 1               

Mandera .76** .47** .59** .59** .76** 1             

Baringo .71** .65** .81** .87** .69** .55** 1           

Laikipia .67** .53** .79** .87** .50** .38** .83** 1         

Meru 
North .69** .66** .81** .80** .51** .36** .73** .78** 1       

Taita 
Taveta .88** .71** .82** .86** .82** .78** .79** .69** .68** 1     

Eldoret 
(Wh.) .71** .62** .87** .86** .66** .55** .87** .84** .75** .78** 1   

Mombasa 
(Wh.) .71** .67** .93** .83** .72** .61** .85** .77** .75** .80** .88** 1 

Nairobi 
(Wh.) .74** .63** .92** .87** .71** .61** .89** .81** .76** .82** .93* .95** 

Note: **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)., *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). “Wh.” denotes wholesale prices.  
 Source: Authors’ elaboration based on NDMA 2018; Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Fisheries 2018 

Marketing margins are determined by several factors. 

• The size of traders: Large traders can source staple food commodities from diverse and far places where prices are 
low, transport the commodities by themselves, and sell at relatively lower prices while maintaining higher margins 
because of reduced costs.  

• Type of commodity: The market margins between source and consumption markets, vary by commodities. The 
marketing margin of maize is the lowest as traders try to maximize profits through high turnover in markets where 
purchasing power is low and price sensitivity high. Rice and beans have higher marketing margins probably because 
they are worth more to customers yet bought in small consignments necessitating higher markups. 

• Transport corridors: Markets along the main transport arteries within marketing basin exhibit lower marketing 
margins than markets that are away from the main transport corridor. This is because the main transport corridor 
usually has better paved or unpaved roads, transporters, wholesalers etc., with competition exerting downward 
pressure on the margins.  

• Road Conditions: Areas where the unpaved road conditions are poor have higher marketing margins than areas 
where the unpaved surface has been levelled and is frequently maintained even if the distances are long. This is 
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because vehicles move slower consuming more fuel and man hours and are at high risk of breaking down in rough 
unpaved surfaces than in unpaved but maintained roads.  

• Level of security: Marketing margins between source and consumption markets in areas of sustained insecurity 
because of inter-tribal and intra-community clashes, cattle rustling etc., are higher than in peaceful areas because 
of few transport vehicles and high-risk premiums on transport costs to such areas. 

These factors affect margins differently in each county, based on the characteristics of the local context (Table 27). Table 28 
shows the average markup by commodity and county in the AOI. 

Table 27. Ranking of key parameters determining marketing margins in the AOI 
Key Parameters Turkana Samburu Baringo Kitui Marsabit Isiolo 

Size of traders 1 3 4 1 4 5 

Type of commodity 5 4 5 2 5 3 

Transport corridors 2 1 2 4 1 1 

Road Conditions 3 2 3 3 2 2 

Level of security 4 5 1 5 3 5 
Source: FEWS NET 2018 

 

Table 28. Traders’ average mark up by county (%) 
County Maize Maize flour Rice Sorghum Wheat flour Beans Edible oil 

Baringo 24 41 25 22 19 28 28 

Samburu 25 17 15  20 17 41 

Turkana 14 17 18 40 12 26 4 

Isiolo 39 9 4 73 8 7 12 

Marsabit 10 15 5 15 10 9 6 

Kitui 7 9 7 28 8 25 7 
Source: Authors’ calculations based on FEWS NET 2018 

Trade with the region 
Kenya is one of the fastest growing economies in East Africa and has made considerable progress in social and economic 
development. With a young, growing, and urbanizing population, the country’s demand for food is increasing steadily. Kenya 
is a major consumer of regional food products among its neighbors and the broader COMESA bloc. The amount and timing 
of staple food imports from the region vary largely depending on the timing and sufficiency of the local harvests. However, 
competitive prices in Kenya with respect to its neighbors (particularly Uganda and Tanzania) typically ensure the flow of 
commodities towards the country (Error! Reference source not found.). 

Most of the regional maize import is informal. The main sources of the regional maize are usually the main producing western, 
northern, and eastern parts of Uganda; northeastern and southern Tanzania; and southwestern and northwestern Ethiopia. 
Similarly, dry beans, rice, and sorghum come from the same regions. 

Regional trade takes place because of differences in production cycles and integration of markets across borders. However, 
imports into Kenya are attracted by higher prices as shown in Error! Reference source not found., and peak in in the lean 
period between April and September when prices reach the highest levels in the consumption markets in Kenya such as 
Marsabit and Kitui. In these periods, prices are high in the main producing market of Eldoret as supplies tighten. 

Processed flours or food commodities are mainly traded formally. Most commodities mainly imported from overseas are 
traded formally-wheat. Commodities that are mostly processed further are considered high value and are mostly traded 
formally (sesame, soya beans, and shelled groundnuts). Borders with less controls or physical demarcations result in relatively 
more informal trade, like the Kenya/Somalia border points. 
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Overview of the livestock market 

Relevance of livestock to livelihoods in the arid and 
semi-arid lands of Kenya 
As presented in Annex 3, the population in the AOI is heavily 
reliant on livestock production. With over 70 percent of the 
main livestock species hosted in the ASALs (Table 30) and 
most of the population employed in this sector, livestock 
represents an important source of food and income. Beyond 
these, livestock serves as a mechanism for savings, access to 
credit and insurance, and for strengthening social capital. 
Livestock provides draught power, transport, manure, 
hide/skin, wool, etc. (FEWS NET 2011; WFP, EU, and 
Government of Kenya 2013; CARE International 2014). 

In pastoral and agro-pastoral areas wealth is defined by the 
type and number of livestock owned. Camels, cattle, goats 
and sheep are all found across the AOI, as well as donkeys, 
which are used for transporting goods and people. Camels 
are the most valuable animals, providing milk throughout 
the year, which is both consumed and sold, and generating 
significant cash income from the sale of live animals. Cows 
are used for milk too, however, as yields are lower than for 
camels; there tends to be enough for home consumption 
and only some sales. Cattle are also sold live. Cattle have 
higher water requirements than camels and the smaller 
ruminants and are therefore more limited in numbers. Goats 
and sheep are kept in the largest numbers. They are well-
adapted to these zones: able to survive on limited amounts 
of water, subsisting on both browsing and grazing, and 
relatively fast to reproduce (and therefore recover after 
drought years). They are less expensive to maintain than 
camels and cattle, requiring less in terms of animal drugs, 
water and labor resources, and, therefore, frequently the 
only animals kept by poorer households. Goats and sheep 
provide cash from the sale of live animals, as well as meat, 
which is consumed and sold. 

Differences exist in the livestock species managed by women 
and men and in their involvement in processing and 
marketing activities of livestock and livestock products. 
Generally, women do not own livestock as cultural norms 
assign men the ownership rights over the animals in the 
herd. However, women may own small livestock (shoats, 
poultry) and in fact, are heavily involved in livestock 
production as they typically care for small herds near the homestead and do all milking, milk processing and milk marketing 
activities (CARE International 2014). 

Production 
The size of the current livestock population is difficult to estimate. The most recent, reliable numbers are from 2009, where 
livestock ownership was recorded in the framework of the population census. Since then, different factors such as droughts, 
animal diseases, re-stocking and de-stocking programs, and productive programs in support of specific value chains, among 

Table 29. Kenya’s regional cross-border imports, five-year 
average, MT 

Source 
country   Maize  

 Dry 
beans   Rice  Sorghum  

Tanzania  193,011  19,059  69,322   433  

Uganda  219,221   135,738    23,280  

Ethiopia  23,119        

Somalia      8,742    

 

Source: FEWS NET and EAGC 2018 

Figure 33. Maize prices in selected counties and regional 
markets, 2013- 2017. 

 
Note: Mbale is located in Uganda, Moshi in Tanzania, and Addis Ababa in 
Ethiopia. Mbale and Moshi are markets close to the Kenyan border. All 
three markets are located in or near areas with commercial surplus. 

Source: NDMA 2018; Ministry of Industry, Trade and Marketing 
2018; MIS/Farmgain Africa Ltd & Uganda Bureau of Statistics 

UBoS 2018; EGTE 2018 

Table 30. Livestock population (headcount), 2009 

Species Number 
% in arid-semi arid 
lands 

Cattle 17,467,774  70 

Camels 2,971,111  100 

Sheep 17,129,606  87 

Goats 27,740,153  91 

Donkeys 1,832,519  88 

Pigs 33,689  25 

Chicken 31,827,529  37 

Bee hives 1,842,496  74 

 

Source: Behnke and Muthami 2011 
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others, have affected the sector. While some have resulted in considerable loss of livestock, others have contributed to re-
stocking and value chain development. Nevertheless, despite the changing context, goats, sheep, camels, and cattle remain 
the dominant species in the arid and semi-arid lands. Ownership of different species of animals is part of the local production 
strategy (Farmer and Mbwika 2012).  

Meat 
Most of the red meat consumed in the country is produced by pastoralist producers who manage livestock in extensive 
grazing with herds migrating as needed to locations where pasture and water resources are available. Several herds are 
usually combined to facilitate management and ensure security of the animals. Most of the cattle kept is of indigenous breeds 
and access to improved feeding and veterinary services is low (Farmer and Mbwika 2012). Young and lactating animals are 
usually maintained near the homestead to facilitate the households’ access to milk for consumption and/or sale (CARE 
International 2014). In agro-pastoral systems, where households engage both in cropping and livestock activities, livestock 
graze in communal land and are also fed with crop residues.  

On average, meat yields are 125 kg/head for cattle and camels, and 15 kg/head for shoats (Farmer and Mbwika 2012; FAO 
2018). Domestic production is generally not sufficient for satisfying demand and up to 25 percent of red meat consumed is 
supplied by animals entering Kenya from neighboring countries. A minimal amount of imports from the international market 
takes place, supplying high-end supermarkets and restaurants, and exports are low (Behnke and Muthami 2011; Farmer and 
Mbwika 2012). 

Milk 
Milk output varies across the country, production system, and species. About 76 percent of all milk produced in Kenya is from 
cows, with the rest being from goats and camels. Dairy production is concentrated in the more humid southwestern part of 
the country and takes place predominantly in intensive and semi-intensive farms under the use of quality and/or 
supplemental feeding, health care, and shelter (FAO 2018). 

While the intensive system has high productivity (15–30 l/day/cow), productivity is low in semi-intensive and extensive 
systems, ranging between 2 and 11 l/day/cow (FAO 2018). In the arid areas, total milk output is estimated at about 8–12 
l/day for the case of cows, 1.2–1.9 l/day for camels, and up to 0.3 l/day for goats, however output is constrained by seasonal 
variations in pasture and water availability (Behnke and Muthami 2011). 

Consumption 
Estimates on the amount of red meat consumed are variable, but more recent sources suggest 15 kg of red meat/capita/year 
on average. Consumption is higher in urban centers, particularly Nairobi and Mombasa, and among the middle and upper 
income groups (Farmer and Mbwika 2012).  

Similarly, milk consumption is uncertain, but recent estimates suggest levels between 117–198 l/capita/year (Behnke and 
Muthami 2011; FAO 2018). For pastoralists, milk sales facilitate seasonal access to grains and other products, hence 
households may decide to allocate more milk for sale than for the own consumption. However, unsold milk is immediately 
consumed within the household due to its perishability (CARE International 2014). 

Marketing 
The rate of livestock off-take varies by species, location, and 
season. Animals are removed from their herds through sales, 
gifts, home-slaughter, theft, or death. However, most of the 
off-take occurs for commercial purposes. In pastoral areas, 
off-take is lowest for the case of camels and is highest for 
cattle (Table 31). 

As noted, in pastoral and agro-pastoral settings livestock acts as source of savings and self-insurance. Livestock is sold 
whenever households need to access cash. At best, sales occur after the rainy season when animals’ conditions improve due 
to the availability of water and pasture. In these conditions, they reach higher prices. Sales also occur at other times of the 
year due to producers’ need of cash for the purchase of food staples, repaying debt, or covering education-related expenses. 

Table 31. Livestock off-take rate 
Species % per year Carcass weight (kg) 

Cattle 6 to 14 125 -150 

Camels 1 to 3 125- 150 

Shoats 4 to 10 15-20 
 

Source: Nyariki et al. 2005; Farmer and Mbwika 2012  
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Better-off households tend to sell more as they have larger herds. Poorer households tend to keep their stock as long as 
possible, with the purpose of maintaining or expanding their herd (Farmer and Mbwika 2012; FAO 2018).  

Meat marketing is done through the sale of live animals, which are typically walked to the local markets or to collection 
points. The journey to the market is costly as herders need to ensure the animals’ and the own maintenance until the sale is 
completed. Buyers (traders/collectors) arrange the transport of the animals to other markets or to other larger traders who 
sell the animals to butchers or other traders in major consumption markets. Some producers also sell directly to butchers or 
to larger traders, if these are at reach (Farmer and Mbwika 2012). The mobility of herds makes it difficult for herders to trade 
regularly in the same markets.  

With regards to milk, most milk (mainly cow milk) produced under the intensive system in southern Kenya is sold either to 
cooperatives, middle men, or processors. Milk in semi-intensive and extensive systems (cow, camel, goat) elsewhere is used 
mainly for home consumption, processing (ghee/butter, fermented milk), or sharing. Sales, when occurring, are mainly as 
raw (unprocessed) milk sold informally (not to cooperatives or processors) (FAO 2018). Milk is a female business and cash 
earned through milk sales is usually used for purchasing grains and other household necessities. A number of women groups 
exist, with the purpose of improving the marketing prospects (CARE International 2014). 

As noted in Annex 4, market access in northern Kenya is constrained by poor infrastructure and long distances to markets. 
Further, social norms restrict women’s mobility and engagement with other market actors. While these conditions impact 
trade of live animals, they represent a major obstacle for milk (and products) trade and in consequence, for women’s business 
development. 

Actors participating in the production of fortified blended flours 
Overall, about 30 percent of fortified-flour blends distributed in Kenya are produced domestically. There are five main 
industrial producers of fortified-flour blends in Kenya. These are: Soy Afric Ltd, Prosoya Kenya Ltd, Equatorial Nuts Processor 
Ltd – Fortified Food Division, Insta Products EPZ Ltd, and Proctor and Allan Ltd (Table 32). The products produced by these 
processors include breakfast cereals, flour, fortified porridges, fortified supplementary foods, and corn-soy and other 
fortified-cereal blends as used for prevention and/or treatment of malnutrition (“Unimix” and others). These products are 
sold in packages of different size/weight ranging from 500 gr up to 25 kg bags. 

Table 32. Producers of fortified-flour blends in Kenya 
Company Clients Fortified-flour blend products 

Soy Afric 
www.soyafric.co.ke 

WFP, Plan International, Kenya Red Cross, Doctors 
without Borders, USAID, Child Fund, UNICEF, 
AMREF, Pathfinder, East African Logistics, KEMSA 

Unimix (corn-soy blend) 
Afyamix: Toto (0-23 months), Jamil (2-5 
years), Mama (pregnant/lactating women) 

Prosoya Kenya 
www.prosoyakenya.com 
 

Diverse NGOs, Kenya Red Cross, Relief line, Direct 
Aid, WFP, government, schools, hospitals, health 
centers 

Unimix, Ujilala, Jazia (corn-soy blends) 
Super cereal 

Equatorial Nut Processors -
Fortified Food Division 
http://www.equatorialnut.com  

Diverse development organizations, health centers Fortified blended food (maize, sorghum, 
wheat, rice-soybean mix). 

Insta Products Ltd. 
https://www.instaproducts.co/  

WFP, Doctors without Borders, USAID, UNICEF, 
AMREF, KEMSA 

Fortified supplementary foods, RTUF 

Proctor and Allan Ltd. 
http://proctor-allan.com/  

UNICEF, Kenya Red Cross, diverse development 
organizations 

Unimix (corn-soy blend) 
Nutririch (corn, sorghum, soy porridge) 
Kiddos baby porridge (corn, sorghum, soy 
fortified porridge) 

Note: KEMSA stands for Kenya Medical Supplies Agencies 
Source: FEWS NET 2018 

Generally, the facilities are located in or around Nairobi. Clients include development/humanitarian organizations such as the 
Kenya Red Cross, Child Fund, Doctors without Borders, UNICEF, Caritas, Catholic Relief Services, WFP, and other institutions 
such as schools, children homes, hospitals, and the Ministry of Special Programs. 

http://www.soyafric.co.ke/
http://www.prosoyakenya.com/
http://www.equatorialnut.com/
https://www.instaproducts.co/
http://proctor-allan.com/


FEWS NET Kenya Enhanced Market Analysis   2018 

 

Famine Early Warning Systems Network   44 

Processors source their ingredients (maize, sorghum, millet, soy beans) both from Kenya and other countries such as Uganda, 
Tanzania, Ethiopia, Malawi, Zambia, and South Africa. There is a preference towards domestic production as this allows 
processors to monitor the quality of the product and ensure traceability, however, imports are needed for the different 
ingredients, particularly soy beans, as domestic production is insufficient. 

In terms of interactions with government (institutions or county governments), development and/or humanitarian 
organizations’ activities, enterprises interviewed mentioned responding to a tender or to direct requests by the organizations. 
Other types of products are commonly sold in markets/supermarkets across the country. 

Key informants indicated that transactions with some organizations are complex as they request full orders to be delivered 
at once, even when distributions will be staggered. This not only creates an operational challenge to produce large volumes 
in a short-time frame, but also results in increased storage and handling costs. In addition, some agencies (WFP was 
mentioned explicitly) do not purchase/source the products domestically when the country has been declared as food 
insecure.  
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Annex 5. Profile of Markets in the AOI 
This section includes a general characterization of the markets present in the AOI and detailed information for the markets 
visited during the field assessment. As indicated in Section 1, the assessment team visited markets in the main towns located 
in each focus county and markets in a more isolated/less accessible location. Due to time constraints, very 
remote/inaccessible markets were not visited. 

General characterization of the markets assessed 
Markets assessed in the AOI were classified in two types, namely main/primary and secondary markets, depending on their 
size as type of operations. These markets receive their supplies from other markets within the country and in occasions, from 
markets in neighboring countries. Error! Reference source not found. presents a general overview of the markets visited and 
the sections thereafter provide in-depth information for each of these markets. 

Main (or primary) markets 
These are markets mostly located at the county headquarters, although a few of them (Marigat, Moyale and Kisima) are not. 
The main markets act as wholesale outlets where traders generally sell to other traders. The volumes traded in each 
transaction tend to be relatively large with some wholesalers handling about 100 bags of maize (90 kg) in one or two days. 
Retailers are also found in the main markets. The main markets are usually busy throughout the week despite having some 
specific market days set aside. 

Men dominate wholesale trading activities. Many of the wholesalers own transport lorries and prefer to transport their 
products rather than paying high transport costs. Retailers usually await the delivery of the commodities purchased. There 
are usually more retailers than wholesalers, but the women dominate this type of trade, where there are about 6 women in 
every 10 such retailers. In some of these markets couples run the business and it is not easy to differentiate between the 
gender ownership of such businesses. 

Many of these markets have tarmac roads and therefore accessible throughout the year. The only exceptions were Lodwar 
and Kisima in Turkana and Samburu, respectively. Main markets also have good electricity infrastructure with good network 
coverage, which means business can be transacted with ease. The exception again is Kisima market, which experiences 
frequent power outage and has poor network coverage. Main markets have stores with the capacity of one-month worth of 
stock. The units of measure used in these markets are standard units, such as kilogram or liter. Several small-scale millers 
(posho mills) are always present in the market. Milling fees for one kilogram of maize reach KES 5. Other actors present in 
the markets include transporters, several banks and bank agents, M-Pesa agents, and sometimes SACCOs. 

Secondary markets 
These are predominantly retail markets where commodities are sold directly to consumers and very little is sold wholesale. 
The volumes traded during each transaction tend to be relatively small (for example, per kg or locally used bowl or other unit 
of measure). These markets are in remote areas, some as far as 100 km from the tarmac road. Some of them become 
inaccessible during the rainy season. Transport costs are very high thus widening the trading margins. For example, to 
transport a bag of maize (90 kg) from Kitale to Nadooto in Turkana, a distance of 370 km, costs KES 500. Similarly, to transport 
the same quantity from Meru to Wamba (140 km) is equally expensive at KES 200. Other infrastructures such as electricity 
and network are rather poor, and this adversely affects business. Electricity interruption is common and network access is 
irregular and slow. Storage is limited with stock capacity for about one week. The use of local units of measurement, tin, cups 
and small bottles is frequent. 

The actors here are mostly consumers, interacting with retailers and a few wholesalers. There are also posho mills, from 
where the consumers mill their grains, especially maize. It was also in these secondary markets where maize flour is sold in 
bulk instead of the packaged. There are hardly any transporters in these markets. Most of the foods sold locally are delivered 
by distant traders. Insecurity was observed to be a common concern in many of the secondary markets such as Nadooto in 
Turkana, Wamba in Samburu, Sirata in Baringo, and Garbatulla in Isiolo. Whenever such insecurity occurs, the market 
activities are disrupted. 

Source markets 
Kitale, Nakuru, Meru, Isiolo, Nairobi, Moyale, and Busia are the main source markets for the AOI. They are sourced with local 
production and/or through supplies from other parts of Kenya, Uganda (through Busia), Tanzania (through Taveta), and 
Ethiopia (through Moyale).  
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Table 33. General characteristics of the markets visited in the AOI during the field assessment 

County Market Type 
Days of 
operation # Wholesalers # Retailers 

Baringo 

Eldama Ravine  Collection, distribution, retail Daily 5 50 (+) 

Marigat Assembly, distribution, retail Daily 10 30 (+) 

Sirata  Retail Daily   5 

Isiolo 

Garbatula Retail Daily 4 50 

Isiolo Assembly, distribution, retail Daily 50 150 

Kitui 

Kitui 
Collection, assembly, distribution, 
retail Daily 20 100 

Mutomo 
Collection, aggregation and 
distribution Saturdays 10 30 (+) 

Mwingi Collection, distribution, retail Wednesdays 20 100 (+) 

Marsabit 

Marsabit Distribution, retail Daily 20 200 

Moyale Distribution, retail Daily 40 100 (+) 

Samburu 

Kisima Retail Wednesdays 6 30 

Wamba Retail Daily 6 30 

Turkana 

Nadooto Retail Tuesdays 3 20 

Lodwar Distribution, retail Daily 30 100 (+) 
Source: FEWS NET 2018 

Baringo 

Marigat market 
Marigat is a main/primary market located in Baringo East sub-county, Baringo County. It is an assembly, distribution, and 
consumption market that serves a large area of South, East, and North Baringo sub-counties. Some of the food commodities 
sold in this market are brought from within the county, at Eldama-Ravine Sub County, where agricultural production is high 
and supply maize and beans is in surplus. When the Eldama-Ravine stock runs out, the commodities are sourced from other 
markets as Nakuru, Kericho, and Molo and as far as Busia at the Kenya-Uganda border. There are slightly more than 10 
wholesalers, 30 percent of whom are women while the retailers are more than 30, with women constituting accounting for 
about 40 percent. The market functions daily and there is no designated market day. 

The market is served by one main tarmac road, however, roads within the town and the surrounding areas are in poor 
conditions becoming impassable during the rainy season. The roads to secondary markets, especially that of Sirata are in poor 
state of disrepair. The market is served by a few banks and a SACCO. There are many M-Pesa outlets in the town. The residents 
and traders benefit from good network coverage by many mobile service providers. 

Sirata market 
This is a remote secondary market in Baringo East sub-county, located about 20 km south east from Marigat market. It is a 
small retail market that receives food supplies from Marigat. There are very few traders (five); four of them are women and 
only one man. The market operates daily but handles low volumes of food commodities. The market is an open field without 
any enclosure or structures such as stands or tables from where to sell the merchandise.  

The retail prices of foods supplied in this market are very high with maize, for example, retailing at double the price that of 
the source market, Marigat town, which is only 20 km away. In Marigat maize is sold at KES 25 per kg whereas the same 
retails at KES 50 at the Sirata Market. Traders are not organized in any form and operate as individuals. The bad roads escalate 
the retail price through high cost of transportation. Despite being only 20 km away, the fare and transport charges to and 
from this market are KES 400 and KES 600, respectively, during the rains. 
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Although there is electricity in the area, the power supply is unstable, and blackouts are common. This leads to interruption 
in mobiles services and charging of phones. Milling services are also interrupted forcing residents to boil maize instead of 
milling or to resort to the diesel engines, which are less efficient. Network coverage is equally poor, and people sometimes 
travel some 20 km to access mobile financial services and to charge their phones. There are no banks on site. A few M-Pesa 
outlets serve the traders and consumers in the area, albeit, with difficulties. 

Eldama Ravine market 
Eldama Ravine town is in Baringo County and it is the administrative headquarters of Eldama Ravine sub-county. The market 
is a secondary market that is very active with both retailers and wholesalers. There are about five large wholesalers; two men 
and three women. There are several others who do both wholesale and retail. The retailers are not less than 50, and most 
them are women. The wholesalers obtain their products mostly from the surrounding farmers, directly at the farm gate or 
through middlemen. The retailers usually buy from the wholesalers, but at times purchase directly from the farmers when 
they come to sell in the market. 

The town is a source market for other areas in Baringo as it is situated in a rich agricultural area that produces commercial 
surplus of maize, beans, and many varieties of vegetables. This market is 65 km away from Marigat and the traders in cereals 
and pulses can deliver their produce in Marigat town. Sometimes the traders in Marigat collect the produce directly in Eldama 
Ravine town. 

The market is served by a paved tarmac road to the major markets of Nakuru, Kericho, and Busia, making this market easily 
accessible. The feeder roads to the farms, however, are unpaved and can become impassable during the rains. The market 
has access to electricity and mobile network coverage is very good for different service providers. There are many banks, 
SACCOs, and M-Pesa outlets in the town, which ease business transactions. 

Isiolo 

Isiolo market 
This market is at the county headquarters. It is the town market and is served by a tarmac road and is therefore accessible 
throughout the year. The market serves as a wholesale and retail market, where commodities from distant markets, such as 
Meru, are assembled, sold within and transported to other outlying markets such as Wamba in Samburu, Garbatulla etc., 
among others.  

Despite the physical market burning down in 2016, it has picked up and currently is home to many wholesalers and retailers 
who sell a variety of cereals, pulses, vegetables, fruits, and non-food items. The non-food items include detergents, diapers, 
bedding, buckets, cooking pans among others. Vegetables and fruits are mostly sold outside in the open air while other food 
stuffs such as maize flour, wheat flour, salt, and cooking oil among others are sold in shops. Every day is a market day in Isiolo 
patronized by approximately 50 wholesalers dealing in food stuffs and about 150 retailers. There is a big vegetable market in 
the town. Wholesale business is male dominated while retail business is female dominated and there is no known market 
management structure. Commodities are sold and bought in standard units save for oil that is sold in liters and jerry cans (10 
and 20 liters) and sometimes sold in smaller known containers (small glass and tin of about an eighth of a liter). 

Out of the 50 wholesalers there are five big wholesalers who control about 70 percent of the market sales. There are several 
posho millers and one big miller who operate in the town and to process one kg of maize costs KES 5. Other actors found in 
this market include transporters, several banks, and bank agents, M-Pesa agents, and one SACCO (solution SACCO).  

The main source of commodities is Meru even though there are some wholesalers who travel to Busia. Most of the general 
wholesalers get their supplies from Meru Town while others, especially those who own lorries get their supplies from Nairobi. 
However, some grain/cereal (maize, beans, rice) wholesalers source from Busia. 

Most of the wholesalers sell for local consumption either directly to households or to retailers in the town. About 20 percent 
of their sales are targeted to the neighboring markets like Ngaremare, Merti, and Wamba in Samburu County. Many of these 
markets are served by poor roads. Wholesalers have access to credit facilities especially that of suppliers, however, most of 
them prefer to pay for their own products. There are no trade restrictions and thus entry is free and very competitive. 



FEWS NET Kenya Enhanced Market Analysis   2018 

 

Famine Early Warning Systems Network   48 

However, most wholesalers mentioned capital as a constraint to expanding the business. Other reasons included business 
space and storage facilities.  

Due to high competition, there is negotiation between the sellers and buyers to agree on the price. Among the wholesalers, 
price setting depends on the buying price and the associated costs such as transport and business margins. There was no 
evidence of collusion among the traders in this regard. The traders receive market information mainly from their networks –
fellow traders and customers. Most transactions are by cash, M-Pesa, and bank transfers. In Isiolo market price is influenced 
by insecurity, suppliers’ price, and transport cost. Traders’ stocks last for one week, but with increased demand they can 
increase their stocks by up to 100 percent in a very short time (i.e., about two days) for all foods throughout the year. Food 
commodities are always available in the market throughout the year. However, during last year (2017), maize and bean prices 
went up due to poor production causing the price of maize flour to rise as well.  

Garbatulla market 
Gabartulla is a remote secondary market that operates daily without a specific market day. The market is accessed by unpaved 
roads, which become inaccessible during the rainy season. The market is sometimes affected by ethnic conflicts and remains 
closed for the duration of such conflicts. Insecurity is considered a factor affecting marketing activities. 

The market has good mobile network coverage provided by Safaricom. Electricity supply is, however, very poor with frequent 
blackouts, and businesses operating on electricity are frequently interrupted (e.g., charging mobile phones and mobile money 
transfers). There are two posho mills, some transporters, and an Equity Bank agent with a point of sale machine from where 
customers can withdraw cash. There are also a few M-Pesa points. 

There are about 50 retailers and only 4 wholesalers with most of the former being females while all the wholesalers are 
males. There is a small shed built for retailers, however, it lacks stalls forcing retailers to display their wares on the floor. 
Some of the wholesalers in this market also have Lorries with which they transport their commodities from the source 
markets of Meru and Isiolo. Traders get market information from their networks and this helps them to know where to buy 
and what price to buy commodities. Most traders report not having access to credit, making all transactions cash-based. 

The food commodities sold in this market are cereals, maize flour, wheat flour, spaghetti, oil, sugar, salt, milk, water, soft 
drinks, vegetables, and fruit. The non-food commodities sold are detergents, diapers, buckets, cooking pans, clothing, and 
bedding. The population around this market is small and most of the households are poor with low purchasing power.  

Prices are set by taking into consideration the buying price, transport cost, and trading margin. In most cases, prices are 
hidden, so that traders can quickly respond to price fluctuations. The prices in this market are affected by production in the 
source markets of Meru and the cost of transport. The poor roads in the source markets make transport costs very expensive, 
especially during the rainy season. 

Kitui 

Kitui market 
Kitui market is a wholesale and retail market located at the county headquarters and it is accessible via a good tarmac road. 
Cereals and grains traders are concentrated in an area called Kalundu. Although there are two main market days, Mondays 
and Thursdays, market activities take place throughout the week. A large proportion of the cereals sold in Kitui market are 
from Uganda through the Busia Border. The suppliers bring these commodities to Kitui every market day and whenever called 
upon by a trader. However, there are bigger wholesalers who source directly from Uganda. During harvests, Kitui is both a 
wholesale market and a collection market due to the seasonal production of pulses. During harvesting time, the market is 
also a collection market for local produce, including sorghum, millet, cowpeas, green grams, and maize. There are about 20 
wholesalers and 100 retailers. 

There are several wholesalers and retailers in the market who sell cereals (grains), wheat flour, maize flour, oil, rice, and 
biscuits among other food stuffs. Retailers may sell either fresh produce (vegetables and fruits) or cereals. There is one maize 
processor and several posho millers. In addition, there are banks (KCB, Coop, Equity), micro finance (KWFT), SACCOs, 
Safaricom. There are also transporters found within the market. 
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The main constraint to trade is capital and high level of competition that leads to small margins. Commodity prices are set by 
considering product buying price, transport cost and handling. Goods are sold in standard units of measure. The traders in 
this market have good networks that they rely on to get market information. They make calls to the brokers in source markets 
(Uganda and Kitui) and to traders from neighboring markets.  

The traders in Kitui have access to credit even though most of them do not like to use credit. They can get credit from 
suppliers, family, banks, and micro finance. They use bank transfer and M-Pesa to pay for transactions. There is good 
electricity supply and mobile network coverage. 

Mwingi market 
Mwingi market is a wholesale market in the county and can be considered as the main/primary market given the scale of its 
operations. The market serves as the collection and distribution market for most of northern Kitui county during the 
harvesting season of products such as green grams, maize, sorghum, and beans. This market is served by a tarmac road and 
is accessible year-round. There is a good supply of electricity in the town. It is rare to have power blackouts and the mobile 
network is strong. The main market day is Wednesday, however, business takes place on other days. Traders say that 
Wednesdays are the busiest of the days as traders from surrounding markets come to Mwingi to buy stocks. It is this day that 
even farmers and households mostly sell, both produce and livestock. 

There are several actors in this market including banks (KCB, Equity, Coop), micro finance (KWFT), Safaricom, bank agents, 
posho millers, a maize processor, wholesalers, and retailers of food stuffs. There are about 20 wholesalers and hundreds of 
retailers. The traders in this market are organized; they have an association and a committee. The main role of the committee 
is to check on the general welfare of the traders and resolve disputes whenever they occur. It is the association that negotiates 
CESS rates with the county government.  

The commodities sold in this market are from Busia (mainly maize and beans). However maize, wheat flour, oil, and other 
food commodities also come from Nairobi, Matuu, and sometimes Kitui. Mwingi market is competitive and the margins on 
cereals and flour are very small about KES 2–5 kg. Commodity prices are affected by production in Mwingi and the nearby 
areas including far source markets such as Busia. Whenever there is increased supply, price of cereals, wheat flour, and maize 
flour decline. This is mainly due to increased availability resulting from harvests. The main customers for the commodities in 
Mwingi are local households and traders from other local markets such as Kalesasi, Mosekeni, Siomebuku, Waita, Kiviogo, 
Ikuuni, Mumbuni, and Nguni. In addition, some of the commodities go to Garissa. The traders obtain market information 
from their networks, including agents, brokers, and customers. 

Traders can access credit from banks and suppliers if they wanted, though most of them choose not to go for credit. The 
repayment period ranges from one week to one month. At Mwingi market traders use standard units of measurement and 
can sell on credit. However, capital remains the main constraint to the expansion of existing businesses. It will take less than 
one week to restock commodities by 50 to 100 percent. The market is free and there are no barriers to entry. 

Mutomo market 
Mutomo market is in Kitui South Sub-County and although it appears remote, it is a wholesale market that serves as an 
aggregation and distribution point for most of the sub-county. During the harvesting season the market serves a collection 
center for commodities such as green grams, cowpeas, maize, beans, etc. A tarmac road is under construction and the market 
will soon be accessible throughout the year, unlike in past years. 

There are about 10 wholesalers and several retailers who operate in the market, and whose main market day is Saturdays. 
During harvesting season, there are temporary traders, referred to as brokers, who set up buying stations to buy seasonal 
commodities. These brokers do not own stores but buy and shift elsewhere for storage and sale. They can buy up to fifty 90 
kg bags of the different produce on a market day. There are several other actors in the market, which include banks (Equity, 
KCB), KWFT a financial provider, bank agents, and M-Pesa outlets. There are also some posho mills that offer small-scale 
milling services for a fee. There is one large wholesaler with trucks and supplies in neighboring markets of Ikutha, Kanziko, 
and Muthavoo.  

Apart from normal shops, selling both food and nonfood commodities, there are about 10 mini-supermarkets in the area. In 
these mini-supermarkets prices are revealed and not negotiated. Most wholesalers in this market also double up as retailers, 
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causing tension between them and retailers. This is one of the main constraints mentioned by the retailers affecting their 
expansion. 

Maize and beans sold in this market is sourced from as far as Uganda and Tanzania through the border towns of Busia and 
Taveta, respectively. The cost of transport is KES 270 from Busia and KES 220 from Taveta. Sorghum, green grams, and pigeon 
peas are sourced from within Mutomo and its surrounding areas. Other food stuffs such as wheat flour, maize flour, and oil 
are from a distributor in Kibwezi, a town in the neighboring County of Makueni. Some of the large traders with trucks go to 
the source market while others just wait for suppliers to bring in the supplies. 

There are no barriers to entry into the business, but capital is the main constraint to expansion. The traders set the prices by 
considering the buying price, transport cost, and margin. It is evident that traders who go to source markets have bigger 
margins than traders who purchase from local suppliers in Mutomo. The suppliers come once a week on the main market 
day and therefore some of the traders cannot quickly respond to demand because of the weekly supply. However, the larger 
wholesalers did not have any problem and would increase stock in two to three days. The traders in this market use standard 
units and may give credit to known customers lasting up to one month.  

Traders use market information. Most of them have networks in source markets and in Mutomo (customers, brokers, agents, 
assemblers etc.). The prices in this market depend on production and situation in the source markets. The main consideration 
is price for source, transport, and handling costs. 

Marsabit 

Marsabit market 
Marsabit town is in the county headquarters and is the main market serving both as wholesale and retail outlet. It operates 
daily without any specific day set aside as a market day and is accessible year-round. 

There are many actors present in this market including banks, mobile money providers, posho millers, transporters, 
wholesalers, and retailers. The market is vibrant and very competitive with several wholesalers (20) and retailers (200) selling 
food and non-food commodities. Among the wholesalers, four are rated large, own trucks, and supply other traders within 
the market. Of the four, two are major and control most of the business (less than 50 percent) in the town bringing products 
directly from Mombasa. The wholesalers have access to transport and can stock within two to three days. Most of the 
customers are households and retailers from within the town and its surrounding areas. 

Traders and consumers can access credit but prefer to buy in cash instead. If purchasing on credit, suppliers and family credit 
are the most common sources. Traders in this town are organized, with some mentioning that they are members of the local 
Chamber of Commerce and Trade, an organization used to voice complaints. 

The market is well linked with Moyale market because of the active cross-border trade. Maize grain and beans are some of 
the major food commodities that originate from this border post. Marsabit market has a good supply of electricity with street 
lights that allows traders to operate for longer hours. The network coverage is also good and mobile money transfers area 
easily carried out. 

Moyale market 
Moyale market is a cross-border market with Ethiopia accessed by a good tarmac road. This market is vibrant and can be 
classified both as wholesale and retail. There are about 40 wholesalers and hundreds of retailers. Of the wholesalers, five are 
very large and have substantial control in the market operations. Other actors present in the market include posho millers, 
transporters, banks (e.g., KCB, Equity, KWFT), bank agents, and M-Pesa agents. Transactions in this market are done either in 
Kenyan shillings or Ethiopian Birr. Therefore, product prices are also determined by the fluctuation of the Ethiopian Birr in 
addition to demand and supply dynamics. The traders in Moyale sell to local households and traders from neighboring towns 
such as Uran, Bute, Sololo, Barisa, and Golole who use Moyale as a source market.  

The larger wholesalers are organized and belong to an association. The traders can access credit from banks and their 
suppliers. Traders interviewed get and use market information from their networks. These include customers, other traders, 
and family members. The information obtained is useful while sourcing for products and selling products. 
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The market is accessible throughout the year (i.e., a designated market day does not exist). By the size and nature of its 
operations, this market can be classified as a main/primary market. Traders operate in Bishara Market, and most retailers of 
vegetables, fruits, and general household commodities are found here. Varied food and non-food commodities are sold 
including the corn-soy blends that are sourced from Ethiopia. The traders are selling the WFP super cereals to the households 
who use it to make porridge for the children.  

Most of the cereals, maize, bean, wheat, cowpeas, maize flour and wheat flour, and cooking oil come from Ethiopia. The 
traders prefer the flour from Ethiopia because it is in sacks and they make more money from selling this in small quantities. 
They use standard selling units (e.g., kg, liters, bags, etc.). Traders also go to Nairobi to get food commodities such as cooking 
oil, maize flour, and wheat flour among others.  

Moyale market is a free market without any evident restriction to entry. Capital is perhaps the only major constraint to 
business start-up. The market, however, is sometimes affected by trade disputes between the Ethiopian traders and the 
customs officials (Kenyan side) who demand high taxes. This causes the borders to be temporarily closed for some 
commodities.  

Electricity supply is a challenge with a lot of power interruptions being witnessed frequently. This is a new problem that arose 
due to the withdrawal of Ethiopian power supply in April 2018. Mobile network coverage and connections to most mobile 
service providers are good. 

Turkana 

Lodwar market 
This is the main/primary wholesale and retail market located at the County headquarters. It also serves as distribution point 
for most food commodities towards the rest of the county. The town serves a large population and is well developed in terms 
of infrastructure such as tarmac roads and electricity supply. However, the main routes out of town are in a state of disrepair. 
Network coverage is good for both Safaricom and Airtel networks, suggesting that residents can easily access internet and 
mobile services.  

There is very little production of food in the entire county, hence most foods (both dry and fresh) are trucked in from Kitale, 
a town situated in the grain basket of Kenya. The distance between Kitale and Lodwar is 300 km and served by 50 percent of 
paved tarmac, while the other half is unpaved contributing to the high cost of transportation. The transport of a 90 kg bag of 
maize between these markets costs KES 200. 

A wide variety of food commodities are sold in the market, with cereals and pulses being among the most common 
commodities traded. More specifically, maize, rice, sorghum, millet, beans, lentils, green grams, cowpeas, maize flour, and 
wheat flour are common on the shelves.  

It is estimated that the town hosts more than 30 wholesalers, some of whom are also distributors. This large number of 
traders ensures steady supply year-round. There are no specific days set aside as market days and people meet every day to 
transact business. Although there is an enclosed market, cereals and pulses are sold from owners’ stores while other produce 
such as fresh vegetable, potatoes, etc. are sold in this enclosed market. 

Nadooto market 
This is a secondary market located some 70 km to the east of Lodwar town, a short distance to Lake Turkana. It is an important 
consumption market serving the population in the area. The market has neither good roads nor electricity supply. It is served 
by unpaved roads that become impassable during the rains. 

There are only 3 wholesalers and about 20 retailers who sell an assortment of food commodities that include cereals, 
vegetables (such as cabbages), potatoes, beans, and cooking oils. Traders also sell non-food items found in general shops. 
such as soap. All traders are men, both at the wholesale and retail level. Most of the food commodities sold in this market 
originate from Kitale, 370 km away and the cost of transporting one 90 kg bag of maize is KES 500. Wholesalers prefer to 
source their food commodities from Kitale rather than Lodwar, which is closer to Nadooto, because commodities from Kitale 
are delivered to them, helping them to maintain competitive margins. 
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The market is essentially a retail outlet where consumers purchase for home consumption. Built-out market structures do 
not exist and instead, business is conducted in the open-air every Tuesday. Livestock is sold on a separate field during the 
market day. Network coverage is very poor. Solar panels installed in larger facilities such as schools and hospitals serve as a 
source of power for the population. However, people need to walk long distances (up to 12 km) to reach these locations. 

Samburu 

Kisima market 
Kisima market is in Samburu Central Sub-County, about 20 km east of Maralal along the highway to Nyahururu. It is a small 
but important livestock and retail food market. It is on dusty plain with rudimentary infrastructures and operates as an open-
air market. Although there are transactions throughout the week, the main market day is on Wednesdays, during which a lot 
of market activities take place with lorries coming from as far as Nakuru and Nyahururu, 200 and 140 km, respectively. 
Commodities traded include maize, beans, and a variety of fresh produce such as cabbages, kales, tomatoes, onions, and 
potatoes. 

The market also serves as an important point for the sale of small stocks, including sheep and goats. The shoats purchased 
here are destined to other markets such as Nyahururu, Nakuru, and Nairobi. 

The main cereal wholesaler-traders in this market are few (i.e., total of six with only one female). The rest are couples and 
have set up businesses selling food commodities such as maize, millet, beans, and maize. They also sell maize and wheat 
flours, vegetable oils, and general merchandize. 

The retailers were estimated at about 30, 70 percent of whom are men, unlike in most other towns where most of the retailers 
are usually women. A notable feature of this market is that most businesses are managed by couples/families. 

There are about three posho mills (small-scale millers) from where consumers mill the maize grain for maize flour at a cost 
of KES 2 per kg. Transport cost is high and ranges from KES 200 to 300 per 90 kg bag of maize. 

Although the market has electricity connection, power interruption is common, and blackouts are a frequent phenomenon. 
This means transactions that depend on electricity are equally interrupted. Electricity powers maize milling, phone charging, 
and lighting the town and shops. Alternative sources of power such as diesel engines and solar panels are scarce in the market 
and its surrounding areas. 

Mobile network coverage is also very poor and M-Pesa transactions experience long delays. The market also does not have 
banking services, with the nearest one being some 20 km away in Maralal, the county administrative headquarters. 

Wamba market 
Wamba market is in Samburu East, some 100 km East of Maralal town and borders Namunyak Wildlife conservancy, a part 
of the Northern Rangeland Trust. It is at the foot of a range of hills and is served by very poor road infrastructure. Due to the 
semi-nomadic nature of the Samburu people, coupled with poor rains in the area, little agricultural production takes place in 
the area and thus most food stuffs are sourced from neighboring Meru and Isiolo counties. 

There are few cereal traders in the market. Wholesalers, who also double up as retailers, were estimated at a total of six, five 
of them men and one woman. Retailers were about 30, with 70 being men. It is observed here that men are the majority in 
the retail business unlike in many other areas. This could be attributed to the difficult nature of accessing the area. There are 
no specific market days set aside with trade being transacted throughout the week. The market is purely a retail market. 

The long distances from either Meru or Isiolo makes transport cost expensive, with a 90 kg bag of maize costing KES 200. This 
translates to the retail cost of maize being one of the most expensive in the study areas at KES 40 per kg compared to KES 29 
per kg in Kerio market in Turkana County. 

One positive aspect about the town is the reliable supply of electricity that is more stable than at the Maralal headquarters. 
Power outage is rare in this town and businesses are transacted without much interruption. Network coverage is very poor 
and long delays are experienced when using M-Pesa services.  

The town lacks banking services, being served by one local Sacco, which is not adequate to serve the population. Many 
potential customers are forced to use mobile banking, which limits the amount transacted. To access commercial banks, the 
population must travel to Isiolo or Maralal towns, which are 100 km away. 
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Source markets 

Kitale market 
Kitale is a market located in Trans-Nzoia County, which is an agriculturally productive county. The county is known to produce 
maize in large quantities and has earned the name the “granary of Kenya.” Apart from maize, the county also produces other 
commodities like beans, potatoes, and other fresh produce. For these reasons, Kitale market is an important assembly market 
for maize and beans.  

The market is a host to more than 15 big stores that sell maize and sometime beans at wholesale prices. Many of these traders 
bulk the produce and transport to distant markets. There is one maize miller, Kitale industries, that mills the surplus maize. 
There are also several “posho” mills that serve the residents of the town. 

The town supplies produce to the Northern Arid counties of Turkana, Baringo, West Pokot, and Southern Sudan. It is also a 
source market for many maize deficit markets and counties such as Nairobi, Kisumu, and Thika and all the way to Mombasa, 
some 700 km. The market also serves several hinterlands of Turkana that includes Nadooto market, 370 km away. 

Kitale market is well served by tarmac roads in and within the town, but the road to Lodwar is in very poor condition that 
makes the cost of transport very expensive. A bag of maize (90 kg) costs KES 500 transport from Kitale to Nadooto town. 

The feeder roads within the farms in Kitale used to assemble produce are in poor conditions and makes the cost of 
transportation expensive. The cost of transporting a 90 kg bag of maize 7–15 km is KES 100. 

The town has electricity and is well served by good network covera.ge. There are also many financial service providers, 
including banks and mobile M-Pesa agents. 

Large, heavy trucks are used to transport the produce to distant markets that are served by good roads. Such trucks carry up 
to 30 tons of maize. Delivery to areas served by poor roads is by smaller trucks that can carry some 130 bags (12 tons). 

Meru market 
Meru market is a wholesale market that serves as a source market for many other markets including Samburu, Isiolo, and 
Marsabit. The main market days are Mondays and Fridays even though business is open throughout the week. Meru market 
is large in terms of wholesalers, large distributors, and retailers. 

There is one milling plant, many posho mills, many banks, micro finance institutions, SACCOs, bank agents, cereal traders, 
cereal brokers/intermediaries, general wholesalers, super markets, and a designated open-air market area (Gakoromone) 
among other actors. The market is very competitive with most wholesalers and distributors reporting small margins of KES 
10–50 per bale of flour or 90kg bag, i.e., less than KES 1/kg.  

A variety of food commodities are sold in the market including cereals, flour, wheat, rice, oil, and other household items. In 
addition, non-food commodities such as detergents, diapers, cooking pans, buckets, etc. are also sold. Cereal wholesalers are 
in the Gakoromone area and many have small to medium stores. 

Traders in this town sell their wares in such distant markets as Thika, Isiolo, Maua, Nyeri, Marsabit, and Samburu. Most of 
the traders in Meru market reported they could scale up their stocks within a short time of one to two days depending on 
demand. 

Credit is available from suppliers, but only to those trusted customers who are allowed one to two weeks repayment period. 
Traders have access to credit facilities from banks and financial institutions but shy away from taking such loans due to tough 
conditions such as the provision of collateral. 

Prices of commodities such as rice, flour, and cooking oil in Meru market is influenced by producers’ prices in Nairobi and 
Mombasa. Seasonal cereal harvests in Kenya influence maize prices. 
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Annex 6. Logistics, Supply Chain Infrastructure, and Supporting Services Relevant to 
Modalities under Consideration 
This annex presents details about the infrastructure and 
supporting services available in or related to the AOI. 

Ports: Mombasa Port 
Mombasa port is East Africa’s largest and busiest seaports. 
It serves as the main gateway to the East and Central 
African region, including; Kenya, Uganda, Ethiopia, 
Rwanda, Burundi, Eastern DRC, South Sudan, Somalia and 
parts of northern Tanzania, with over 120 million 
inhabitants. 

The port of Mombasa comprises of Kilindini Harbour and 
Port Reitz on the Eastern side of the Mombasa Island and 
the Old Port and Port Tudor north of the Mombasa Island 
(Figure 34). Kilindini is naturally deep and well sheltered 
and is the main harbor where most of the shipping 
activities take place. Managed by the Kenya Ports 
Authority, the main port currently has 21 berths 
comprising of 1 bulk grain terminal, 2 oil terminals/jetties, 
4 container berths and 12 general cargo berths. In 2016, 
the second container terminal opened as part of recent 
investments, which also included modernizing handling 
equipment, dredging of the main entrance channel, and 
widening of the turning basin has enabled larger, modern 
post-panamax vessels to call at the port. This new terminal 
increases container handling capacity by 50 percent with 
three new berths that are over 900m planned. During this 

first phase of expansion the port completed 2 new berths 
– 20 and 21 – with lengths of 250m and 320m respectively. 
The forecast handling capacity of this expansion is 1.5 
million TEU’s over the current capacity (Kenya Ports 
Authority 2017). Current capacity according to KPA 
authorities is 1.65 million TEU’s (Figure 35 and Figure 36). 

The port handled a total of 27.36 MMT of cargo. Only 7.75 
MMT of this cargo goes beyond Kenya’s borders, with 
Uganda being the major destination with 6.3 MMT. 
Container traffic was almost 1.1 million TEU’s in 2016, an 
increase of almost 200,000TEU’s from 2013. The 
investment in the new container terminal, included substantial acquisition of equipment such as two ship-to-shore gantry 
cranes and four rubber tire gantry cranes.  

This investment is funded through a 40-year loan through JICA (Kenya Ports Authority 2017). There is ample land for future 
growth that includes the completion of the third berth as part of phase 1 of the expansion program. Phase 2 was scheduled 
to commence in July and this entailed the conversion of berths 11–14 into new container quay, they will reclaim 70m into 
the sea and create capacity for 450,000TEU’s p.a. (Figure 37). 

The port has a grain terminal that is operated by Grain Bulk Handlers Limited. Built in 2000, the facility is privately owned and 
managed and the largest grain handling facility in Africa. In 2009, it handled 2.1 MMT of grain, with a storage capacity of 
245,000 MT of a combination of long-term, transit storage silos, and flat storage. The facility has a capacity to discharge 600 

Figure 34. Mombasa port facilities 

 
Source: Musyimi 2016 

Figure 35. New container terminal at Mombasa port 

 
Source: FEWS NET 2018 

Figure 36. New Gantry cranes at Mombasa port 

 
Source: FEWS NET 2018 
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MT per hour via two fixed covered conveyor belts linking the berth to the transit silo complex. These conveyor belts are fitted 
with automatic scales to record weight of discharged cargo. 

The bulk transit terminal comprises of: 

• 24 transit silos with a total bulk storage capacity 
of 67,500 mts 

• 1 flat-store shed with a bulk storage capacity of 
18,000 mts 

• Dust Extraction System 
• 2 bagging sheds each with 4 bagging plants with a 

combined capacity of 400 mts per hr 
• 2 calibrated bulk delivery hoppers for road/rail 
• 1 rail weighbridge capacity 140 mts 
• 2 road weighbridges capacity 72 mts each 
• 2 standby generators covering full terminal 

operations (discharge and delivery) 
• testing laboratory 

The bulk storage facility comprises of: 

• one bagging point with four bagging lines with a combined capacity of 240 MT/hour, 
• one calibrated bulk delivery hopper for road, 
• two road weighbridges capacity 72 mts each with data link to the transit terminal complex and computer network, 
• internal paved roads to provide ample parking for customers’ trucks 
• retaining walls, storm-water drainage 
• ring-main fire prevention system and 
• 10 silos of 5,000 MT each plus 4 silos of 1,250 MT providing a total capacity of 55,000 MT, with related elevators, 

conveyors and dust extraction systems. 

The bagged warehousing comprises various warehouse locations within Mombasa island with a combined long-term storage 
capacity of 75,000 mts. 

The vessel handling facility comprises: 

• 2 Buhler “Portalino” Ship Discharge machines with a combined capacity of 600 mts per hour 
• 2 fixed-belt conveyors linking the berth to transit silo complex 
• 2 automatic scales to record weight of discharged cargo 
• 1 x 50 ton mobile crane for general lifting 
• 7 bobcats for mechanized trimming in vessel holds (GBH 2018) 

To ease congestion within the port, the KPA in 2007 introduced the system of Container Freight Stations (CFS), which are 
essentially bonded container depots outside of the main port area. There are around 20 CFS in the Chamangwe area. Only 
one of these handles cargoes destined beyond the borders of Kenya, while the rest focus on domestic cargo only. This system 
has helped reduce backlogs and wait time within the port. Containers are offloaded from vessels and directed to designated 
CFS for onward shipment. The average wait time now in the port is around three five to four days down from about seven to 
ten days. The target is for a container to leave the port within eight hours of arrival. 

Established in 1984, the Inland Container Depot (ICD) in Nairobi, owned and operated by Kenya Ports Authority and linked by 
Rail, the Single Gauge Railway (SGR) with Mombasa port, provides shippers with dry port facilities in the commercial heart of 
the country. With an area of 29 hectares located in Industrial area off Mombasa Road on ICD Road, it has a capacity of 450,000 
TEUS per annum making it ideal for shippers of both exports and imports and empty containers. All containers on a through 
bill of lading (TBL) are automatically directed to ICD. The average wait time per KPA in ICD is seven days, with a target of  

Figure 37. Proposed new container quay area at Mombasa port 

 
Source: FEWS NET 2018 
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three to four days. It has a daily capacity of 11,000 
containers per day. According to interviews with the freight 
forwarders and transporters, this is not the reality, backlogs 
are building up at ICD due largely to two reasons: 1) to 
encourage use of the SGR, the government issued a 
directive that all cargo should be on a TBL and therefore 
even cargo that should not be going to Nairobi is directed 
to Nairobi and then redirected to other destinations by 
road, sometimes even back to Mombasa, and 2) the access 
road to the ICD is in very poor condition that results in 
congestion of trucks in and out of the ICD. 

LAMU Port will only come online in 2019 with 3 berths 
400m long and an annual capacity of 2 million TEUs; this is 
a totally new port with no previous operations. The plan is 
to create a new corridor called the Lamu Port- Southern-
Sudan-Ethiopia-Transport. This corridor would serve the 
northern part of Kenya and its neighbors to the north 
eastern parts of its borders. The port has not gained as 
much support as anticipated and is not likely to come in line within the timeframe forecast. 

Railways 
The ports are linked to the heartlands and neighboring countries through both rail and road networks. Kenya has a rail 
network of 2,778 km. The rail line connects the port of Mombasa to Nairobi and Nakuru to Malaba on the Kenya/Uganda 
border, with a branch from Nakuru to Kisumu. Rail conditions have evolved significantly since 2013, the latest initiative that 
the GoK and Kenya Revenue Authority has undertaken to improve cargo traffic efficiency and reduce costs is the introduction 
of the new Standard Gauge Railway (SGR) running from Mombasa to Nairobi to Malaba. In 2014, the GoK received funding 
from the People’s Republic of China for US $429 million for the construction of a standard gauge railway line together with 
rolling stock. It is anticipated that Uganda will extend the link to Kampala and Rwanda to Kigali (Figure 38). This development 
was completed in May 2017 and is expected to revolutionize the transportation industry with a significant shift from road to 
rail transport due to the anticipated speed, safety, and capacity improvements. This has provided relatively high-performance 
railway infrastructure, equipment and services along the route from the Port City of Mombasa to the Kenyan heartlands and 
the broader East Africa Community hinterland.  

It has also eased the cost of doing business by lowering transport costs and time in addition to fostering additional trade 
facilitation and integration in the East Africa Community (Gachanja 2017). The cost per MT/KM on the traditional rail prior to 
the SGR was $0.03 (Transport Observatory 2017). That means to transport a 30 MT load which is comparable to a 40-foot 
container from Mombasa to Nairobi, costs 30 MT x 609 Km x $0,03 = $548.10. The SGR started with a promotional tariff of 
$347 for a 20-foot container and $396 for a 40-foot from Mombasa to the Embakasi Inland Container Depot (ICD). It is 
expected that the price may settle around $500 for a 40-foot container; the same load by road would cost $777 (Transport 
Observatory 2017). A total of 620 wagons were ordered along with 56 locomotives, 43 for haulage/freighter services, 5 
passengers, and 8 shunting locomotives. 

The SGR runs 5-6 trains per day with 108 TEU’s per train, that equates to approximately 600TEU’s per day. The SGR is run by 
the Chinese concessionary and part of the financing agreement includes the throughput that would have to go through the 
SGR daily to recoup the investment. This requirement to meet the prescribed daily throughput is the reason behind the 
Presidential decree passed earlier in 2018 obligating all cargo, except cargo on TBLs, to be consigned on the SGR. As a result, 
even merchant cargo that the importer nominated to be sent via road freight is being sent to ICD in Nairobi. The objective is 
to create the volume on the SGR to meet the financial concessionary conditions agreed with the Chinese investor.  

The challenges currently faced using the SGR are: 

Figure 38. New East African Railway 

 
Source: Extracted from Kacungira 2017 
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• Consignment of cargo that is not on a TBL being sent to ICD and then returned to Mombasa for redirection by road 
to their proper destinations. 

• Congestion at ICD due to the rapid influx of containers transferred from Mombasa to ICD to meet wagon quotas 
agreed upon with the concessionary. Containers are not stored well and result in long delays in locating and 
redirecting. 

• Access restrictions at ICD. Currently it takes two hours to get into ICD. This is a cost of KES 15,000 to a transporter. 
• All the above lend their way toward a non-transparent system open to abuse by officials in ICD that decide the 

priority of locating and redirecting containers. 

The SGR has cut rail travel time from 24 hours previously to 8 hours. The efficiency of the rail network is not questionable; 
the system of allocating containers and receiving and managing at ICD are the issues that need to be addressed for the 
consignees to enjoy the benefit of this world class rail network. 

The SGR is in the process of being extended within in the port to allow rail sidings within the port right up to the Grain 
Terminal. 

Roads 
Kenya has a reasonably well-developed road network of 
about 177,800 km out of which only 63,575 km is classified. 
The classified road network has increased from 41,800 km 
at independence to 63,575 km today, a development rate of 
less than 600 km per annum. During the same period, the 
paved road length grew from 1,811 km to 9,273 km. It is 
presently estimated that about 70 percent (44,100 km) of 
the classified road network is in good condition and is 
maintainable, while the remaining 30 percent (18,900 km) 
requires rehabilitation or reconstruction (“Road Network” 
n.d.). 

With only 15 percent of the roads having been tarred (Table 
34), there is a significant lack of well transitable roads 
connecting rural and urban areas (PWC 2013). The paved 
and tarred roads that do exist tend to suffer from cracking and structural destabilization, especially in heavy traffic routes 
such as the Mombasa-Buchuma, Machakos turn-off-Nairobi (on the Mombasa Road), Molo–Kericho. and the Nairobi–Thika 
roads (Musyimi 2016). With a very low percentage of roads paved, year-round accessibility on most roads, particularly the 
category of roads highlighted in the table above, is compromised. This was further confirmed during fieldwork interviews 
conducted by FEWS NET. In Marsabit the implementing partner confirmed that their furthest Final Distribution Point (FDP) is 
476 km and takes 24 hrs to reach. That is an average of 20 km/hour and include districts such as North Horr and Ileret. In 
Isiolo it was similar with some areas in near the lake that take up to five days to reach that were virtually impassable six 
months ago. The most difficult FDP to reach is Sericho, 270 km away but will take between 16–18 hours to reach, and this is 
not seasonal. With the completion of the Isiolo-Marsabit road, travel time from Mombasa to Isiolo, Samburu and Marsabit is 
about two to three days. 

Several developments have taken place since the previous Logistics Capacity Assessment (LCA) as the GoK has embarked on 
significant investment programs to improve the country’s transport and logistics infrastructure. These include: 

• Lasseru-Nadapal Road: The Kenyan government has received a USD 500 million credit line from the World Bank for 
the upgrade of the 560 km Lesseru-Nadapal road. It is expected to open up significant trade opportunities with 
Ethiopia and is also part of the larger Lamu Port and South Sudan Ethiopia Transport project, the project commenced 
in 2016 and is expected to be completed in 2021 (World Bank 2016). The theme of the project per the World Bank 
is trade facilitation and market access (50 percent), regional integration (30 percent), infrastructure services for 
private sector development (20 percent).  

Table 34. Road quality in the AOI, kilometers 

County Earth/gravel Bitumen Total Paved 
(%) 

Baringo 3,834 343 4,180 8.2 

Isiolo 1,449 35 1,484 2.4 

Kitui 2,876 225 2,981 7.5 

Marsabit 4,688 312 5,000 6.2 

Samburu 1,357 92 1,449 6.3 

Turkana 3,945 511 4,456 11.5 

Total AOI 18,149 1,518 19,551 7.8 

Kenya 54,301 9,273 63,574 14.6 
 

Source: KNBS 2015a, 2015b, 2015c, 2015d, 2015e, 2015f; “Road Network” 
n.d. 



FEWS NET Kenya Enhanced Market Analysis   2018 

 

Famine Early Warning Systems Network   58 

• Machakos Dual Carriageway: The dual carriageway project was completed in October 2017, and cost KES 5.3 billion. 
The new carriageway has eased congestion on the Nairobi–Mombasa Highway.  

• Nairobi–Nakuru Mau Road: The government plans to issue a tender in 2018 for the dual carriageway and upgrade 
of the Nairobi-Mombasa Road and Nairobi-Nakuru-Mau Summit Road, including the construction of a second bridge 
in Nyali. This is expected to ease congestion in the Coastal City of Mombasa. This project will also include an 
operation and maintenance program for the Nairobi-Thika Road (constructed in 2013) and the recently completed 
Nairobi Southern Bypass (Ndonga 2017). 

• Malindi Sala Gate Road: Tarmacking of the Malindi Sala Gate road, which began in 2016, is expected to be completed 
in 2019. The 117 km road links the seaside town of Malindi to Tsavo east national and the Taita Taveta county. It is 
key for transporting produce from the Galana/Kulalu irrigation scheme and helping farmers from Lango Baya, 
Chakama, and Jilore easily access markets in Malindi town (TTD 2017). 

• Voi-Taveta Road: This is one of the major infrastructure road projects implemented by the government, connecting 
Kenya and Tanzania, and is expected to significantly increase cross-border trade (Corporate Digest 2016). The road 
was completed in May 2017 and runs from Kenya through Tanzania to Burundi and is a key connector for regional 
trade. The road was funded by the African Development bank along with the Kenyan Government.  

• Samburu–Kinango Road: Chinese firm, Jangxi Youse has won a KES 2 billion tender for the construction of the 53 km 
Samburu. The road will connect Kwale County with the busy Mombasa-Nairobi highway at Samburu and the Likoni-
Lunga Lunga road at Kombani, benefiting mining and tourism. The road also traverses Matuga and Kinango 
constituencies and its tarmacking will ease over-reliance on the Likoni ferry which provides the only major key access 
to the South Coast through Mombasa (Murumba 2017). 

Other ongoing roads projects in the region include the Mombasa-Mariakani expansion and upgrading of Samburu-Kinango-
Kwale and Mombasa-Lunga roads (Kenya National Highways Authority 2018). These projects have, and are expected to 
continue improving traffic flow, reducing transport costs and cutting down delays along the different routes. 

Security along the main trade, and humanitarian and tourist routes continue to be a concern. The LCA specifies Kapenguria - 
Kakuma - Lokichoggio, Garissa - Dadaab - Liboi, Garissa - Wajir - Mandera, and Isiolo - Marsabit sections. Truck drivers prefer 
moving through these sections at night since identifying cargo trucks for ambush is not that easy in the dark. While armed 
escorts for implementing partners is not mandatory, the UN vehicles are required to hire escort services from the Kenyan 
Administration Police, referred to as “Askaris.” As it is not mandatory for implementing partners or their contracted 
transporters to have an armed escort, these costs are not covered by the donor, in this case WFP. Based on interviews 
conducted by FEWS NET, the use of armed escorts is around 10 percent of all trips at a cost of on average KES 2,500 per 
Askari. As this security detail is required to be able to lookout for signs of ambush and react, they usually ride on top of the 
cargo, in contravention of the law. In addition to the Askari, most drivers are trained military/police reservist and are legally 
armed.  

Police checkpoints per the interviews seem to be considered as part of doing business and do not seem to be a severe 
hinderance to operational efficiency, it is a further challenge to transporters because police generally prohibit the 
transportation of cargo at night however as long as the driver is willing to pay a small facilitation fee, these are costs that are 
all built into the rate charged.  

Transport 
The current road transport capacity of the country resides mainly in private contractors, most of them based in Mombasa, 
which is the entry port for goods to be distributed in eastern Africa. Even though the road transport of the country is one of 
the best in the region, availability of vectors may be influenced during certain periods of the year by bulky delivery of goods: 
case in point, for fertilizers delivery in February/March and July/August (Musyimi 2016). 

There seems to be no shortage of transport from the port to major centers. Due to the aggressive position of the SGR in terms 
of gaining freight market share, there is an oversupply of trucks at the port, which is resulting in a decrease in interest of new 
entrants to invest and for existing transporters to consider renewing or expanding their fleets. This coupled with the recent 
downturn in the economy in 2016, may have led to less new vehicles being acquired in 2016 than 2015 (KNBS 2017). This 
trend seems to be continuing due to the loss of business to the SGR. From the major centers to the FDPs, the fleet  
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seems to be aging and shrinking This is mainly due to 
economic conditions that prevailed in the recent years and 
reduced humanitarian activities. Most transporters have 
been involved in food aid programs for 7–10 years, and 
despite most of them having started out with pre-owned 
vehicles, very few were considering or in a position to 
replace their aging vehicles. As a result, maintenance costs 
are rising, and most smaller transporters are self-
maintaining. The impact of this would be a more unreliable 
transport system, susceptible to breakdowns and 
consequently delays in commodity delivery to end users. 

The rates between all the major canters and FDPs is fixed nationally by a committee that does a rate mapping exercise on a 
regular basis. The rate is currently fixed at 28 KES/km/MT throughout the country for WFP programs and at 30 KES/km/MT 
for the government feeding program. Commodity from the port to major centers is paid for directly by WFP, and as such 
details on the rates paid were not made available to for this study. However, the rate from Mombasa to Nairobi is USD 777 
for containerized cargo (Transport Observatory 2017). Per interviews in Marsabit, the rate from Nairobi to Marsabit is around 
$90/MT or $2,500 for a 28 MT truck (Figure 39), rates that seem high. However, there are very few return loads for truckers 
to northern Kenya and therefore transporters must charge for this unused leg. 

Storage 
At the port of Mombasa, adequate storage is available through various warehouses around the port area, the major one 
being Grain Bulk Handlers, where WFP currently stores all commodity that is in transit. With a storage capacity of 245,000 
MT of a combination of long-term, transit storage silos and flat storage, GBHL can store most programming shipments 
destined for the interior with ease. There are other privately-owned warehouses in the area for bulk commodities and the 
numerous CFS for the containerized cargo. 

The Kenya NCPB have conventional warehouses; both in the 
producing agricultural districts as well as the more marginal 
pastoralist areas, and NCPB conventional warehouses are 
present at 118 locations across Kenya. These facilities 
according to NCPB range from, 9,000–18,000 MT capacity 
(29,700 to 79,200 MT for silos), 1,842,345 MT capacity in 
total (Figure 40, Table 35).  

Parts of the NCPB strategic and relief storage facilities have 
been commercialized. The World Bank funded the 
commercialization program in 1996. The NCPB still faces 
problems in how to best combine the social and the 
commercial sectors of their activities. There are rail sidings 
at all silo complexes (Nairobi, Nakuru, Narok, Eldoret, Kitale, 
Moi's Bridge, Bungoma, and Kisumu) and at most major 
conventional stores. NCPB charges the same rate for 
conventional warehouses and silos, but rates vary across the 
country according to location and capacity. NCPB can 
provide fumigation and spraying services on commercial 
basis and are experienced and well equipped (Musyimi 
2016). Figure 41 and Figure 42 show an NCPB warehouse, 
internally and externally. Dome structures do not allow for maximum storage utilization. 

Due to the country’s main agricultural focus and the large aid presence, warehousing capacity along the country has never  

Figure 39. Typical fleet of trucks from Mombasa making a 
delivery in Marsabit 

 
Source: FEWS NET 2018 

Table 35. NCPB storage relevant to the AOI 

County Location Warehouses Capacity 
(MT) 

Isiolo Isiolo 2 9,000 

Kitui Kitui 4 13,900 

Marsabit Marsabit 2 9,000 

Mombasa Changamwe 8 29,700 

Mombasa Mombasa 4 17,100 

Nairobi Nairobi – Silos 
& Stores 

39 & 14 155,700 

Trans 
Nzoia 

Moi’s Bridge – 
Silos & Stores 

38 & 4 77,500 

Turkana Lodwar 2 9,000 

Total 118 Locations 580 1,842,750 
 

Source: Musyimi 2016 

Figure 40. Location of NCPB facilities 



FEWS NET Kenya Enhanced Market Analysis   2018 

 

Famine Early Warning Systems Network   60 

been considered an issue in the past. Many NGOs and aid 
organization use both private and public contractors for 
storage needs. Temporary storage facilities such as tents 
and rub halls should always be considered as an option 
during emergencies (Musyimi 2016). 

It is important to note that the information presented in 
Table 35 should be taken with caution as it might over-
estimate storage capacity in the AOI. According to key 
informants in Marsabit, Isiolo, and Samburu, the 
corresponding facilities have a maximum capacity of 2,000 
MT of mixed commodities stacked according to acceptable 
food aid standards, that respect adequate spacing 
requirements. 

Further, the access to these facilities is limited as they are 
already under lease agreements with other organization. 
Hence, any new programming would not have access to 
these facilities should these lease agreements remain in 
place. For new NCPB tenants, there are little possibilities 
for rental negotiation.  

Overall, no suitable warehousing alternatives were 
identified in Kitui, Marsabit, and Isiolo, therefore if NCPB 
warehouses were not available, any new program would 
have to consider using Rubbhalls. In Lodwar, WFP runs a 
central warehouse facility, comprising of five Rubbhalls of 
400 MT capacity and two of 40 MT, located on land leased from NCPB. These Rubbhalls are in the process of being handed 
over to the GoK and its likely they will not be available for any future new programs. The two NCPB warehouses are not 
available for lease either as they are dedicated to GoK programs and NCPB use only. 

Other alternative warehouses identified in Lodwar include: 

Red Cross Warehouse (Figure 43 and Figure 44) 
Red Cross Kenya has two warehouses – one nonfood item (NFI) and one food warehouse. The food warehouse has a capacity 
of approximately 3,000 m2. They offer a turn key solution, to store and manage the food for the tenant at a rate of 30 
KES/day/m3. Fumigation is done by the Ministry of Public Health at a cost of KES 80,000–90,000 and security costs 36,000 
KES/month. There are wooden pallets at no extra charge and the facility has good access points. This warehouse would be 
suitable for a mid-sized program with about 400 MT of food in storage at a time. 

Maresh Warehouse  
This is a newly constructed 700 m2 warehouse available at a cost of 3,000 KES/ m2. The warehouse is split into three units and 
would be suitable for low quantities of high-value commodities such as vegetable oil, and it has very good security including 
CCTV surveillance, and lots of room at the back of the warehouse to erect at least one Rubbhall of 400 MT with acceptable 
road side access.  

Two other warehouses are available – one owned by the Ministry of Education that was used as a once off by WFP to store 
3,000 bags and the other by Naipa supermarket and warehouse measuring about 2,800 sm. 

 

 

 
Source: NCPB 2018 
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Figure 41. Sample NCPB warehouse, exterior view Figure 42. Sample NCPB warehouse, interior view 

  
Source: FEWS NET 2018 Source: FEWS NET 2018 

Figure 43. Red Cross warehouse, exterior view Figure 44. Red Cross warehouse, interior view 

 
 

Source: FEWS NET 2018 Source: FEWS NET 2018 

Financial service providers in the AOI 
Recent years have seen huge changes within financial inclusion rates in Kenya. Currently, 73.5 percent of Kenyans are formally 
financially included,9 and 17.4 percent are financially excluded. However, figures vary significantly between the urban and 
rural areas and by region, with exclusion rates at 42.5 percent for North Rift Valley (Turkana, Samburu), 33.6 percent for 
Upper Eastern (Marsabit, Isiolo), 16.7 percent for Central Rift Valley (Baringo) and 14.1 percent for Lower Eastern (Kitui) (FSD 
Kenya 2016). A total 38 percent of the population now have a bank account (ibid), 72 percent are registered for mobile 
money, and household mobile phone access (i.e., households who have at least one member with a line) is estimated at 
around 90 percent (Johnson 2016). Mobile money has seen huge growth following the launch of Safaricom’s M-Pesa in 2007, 
but registrations have flattened out at 62 percent since 2014 (FSD, 2016). 

Several recent key changes in the Kenya regulatory environment for financial services include: 

• The introduction of agency banking in 2009, which allowed locally known and respected businesses to open as 
banking agents, which has dramatically enabled better access to remote populations in banking and receiving of 
cash payments. 

• A Microfinance Amendment Act was passed in 2013, enabling deposit taking microfinance institutions to also 
operate current accounts. 

• Since 2011, many banks have developed mobile banking platforms, whereby customers can access bank accounts 
on their phones. Most recently, Equity Bank has launched its app Equitel. 

                                                                 
9 Formally included refers to those who have banking or mobile money accounts. 
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Banks 
Due to the existing agency experience of using financial service providers (FSPs) in emergencies and development in Kenya, 
this assessment focused on the relevant providers that have already been used to date for food assistance. A quick review of 
other providers is also included, but only to briefly highlight how these are not currently feasible for large-scale cash transfers. 

The most common banks with branches found in the AOI included a combination of Equity Bank, KCB, Kenyan Women’s 
Finance Bank (and MFI bank), and National Bank (Table 36). National Amanah Bank (the Islamic banking window of National 
Bank) was also present in some locations, such as Marsabit and Moyale. The next most prevalent banks include Co-operative 
Bank or Post-Bank. Larger county towns such as Kitui and Isiolo had a very wide range of banks, spanning at least 12 formal 
providers.10 Equity, KCB, Co-operative and PostBank all work through agents in addition to branches.  

At 30th March 2018, the total number of Equity customers numbered at 10.1 million and they had approximately 178 
branches, 20,949 agents, and 700 ATMs (Kenya Red Cross 2015). Across Marsabit, Turkana, Isiolo, Samburu, Baringo, and 
Kitui districts, Equity has 12 branches, 1,140 agents, and 274 merchants. Many cash implementing agencies originally 
partnered with Equity Bank up until 2014, but were unhappy with agent performance, and have since left. The main partner 
now working with Equity is the GoK’s for the long-standing Hunger Safety Net Programme. Equity has made many adaptations 
to its services for the HSNP program, most notably it scaled up its agents to meet the necessary capacity requirements of the 
HSNP in 2018. 

Agencies who used Equity for cash transfers or vouchers in Turkana, Marsabit, and Isiolo include: WFP (for Home Grown 
School Feeding), MasterCard, KRCS, GoK HSNP (in partnership with DFID, FSD, CARE and HelpAge), Concern Worldwide, 
Oxfam, Save the Children, TDH, World Relief, Diocese of Lodwar (through Caritas Kenya), and Marsabit County Government. 
Equity did not supply any information regarding any implementing agency partnerships in Baringo, Samburu, or Kitui. 

In addition to Equity, KCB has been the other main bank for the Older Person Cash Transfers Programme (OPT-CT). Currently, 
KCB has around 10 million customers, 270 branches and 14,000 agents. KCB also uses “special agents,” which have been set 
up specially to serve the social assistance programs, although not exclusively, and are open to any customer. There are 4,719 
special agents across the country.  

Co-Operative Bank is WFP’s main financial service provider for their CFA programming, after leaving Equity. However, no 
mapping data of their branches or agents was available. 

Table 36. Branches and agents of key banks in the assessment areas 
Bank Element Turkana Marsabit Isiolo Samburu Baringo Kitui 

Equity 
Bank 

# branches 2 2 1 2 2 3 

# agents 192 174 75  206 438 

# merchants 25 11 77  44 83 

KCB # branches       

# super agents 118 63 59 40 194 18 

KWFT # branches  1    5 (3) 

# agents  -    15 (Mwingi)  
Source: FEWS NET 2018 

Microfinance Institutions (MFIs) 
In other countries, MFIs are sometimes used for large-scale cash-based food assistance programs. However, this has not been 
the case in Kenya and their capacity and usage by the general population is remarkably low. This is due to restrictive 
regulations for MFIs and were only in recent years legalized to become deposit taking banks. 

                                                                 
10 Banks observed in Isiolo town include: First Community Bank, Equity, KCB, Co-operative, KWFT, Family Bank, Consolidated Bank, National Amanah Bank, 

Barclays, Sedian, PostBank and Standard Bank. 
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Despite this, Kenya Women Finance Trust was found to be present in many areas and responsive to be assessed in Marsabit 
and Kitui. They are the most popular MFI in Kenya. If USAID food assistance is to be linked up to longer-term savings or 
livelihood projects, they may be of interest for future programming. 

• KWFT formed nationally in 1981 as an MFI but was registered as a microfinance deposit-taking bank in 2010. They 
are present in 45 out of 47 counties. 

• KWFT target low income level women across the country and provide personal banking, group loans, and the usual 
remittance and mobile money services.  

• Group loans are the most popular product (offered to groups of 15–40 women. The main ones are: 
o energy loans for “Jiko” (charcoal) stoves 
o water tanks 
o containers for storing cereals 
o mobile phone loans 
o business loans  
o education loans for school fees. 

• Loans can be taken as low as 5,000 KES per group, or 10,000 KES per individual – lower than banks 
• KWFT also has a mobile banking app, linked to Safaricom 

One of the main obstacles preventing usage of MFIs as service providers for cash transfers is their lack of agents. In many 
locations, they just have the branches. However, KWTF operate based on good community mobilization and frequently go 
out into communities to both identify and support group formation, including conducting training. This takes eight weeks 
before loan payments are provided. 

SACCOs  
SACCOs are currently used by a very small amount of the population, with only around 6 percent reported to have been a 
member or have an account (Johnson 2016), which has declined from 11 percent in 2013 (FSD Kenya 2015). Contributions to 
SACCOs are usually through either cash crops or employment. The reason for this decline is due to in increasing competition 
with banks who are offering better loan rates. Additionally, regulatory conditions for SACCOs (as well as MFIs) are hampering 
their performance. This trend was mirrored by the assessment team. There were very few SACCOs observed in the 
geographical areas visited for the assessment. Only one beneficiary was found to be a member of a SACCO in a Kitui focus 
group. 

FSAs 
Financial Savings Associations (FSAs) are a hybrid between a SACCO and MFI, and are an informal financial provider found in 
rural and remote settings in Kenya. FSAs were discovered to be very active in Kitui during this assessment field work. FSAs 
are community based, member based, informal savings, self-help groups that essentially act as village banks in poor and 
remote communities, particularly serving those who do not have access to formal financial services. In 2016, there were 
between 8,000–16,000 members nationally but this is growing (BFA 2017). To be a member of an FSA, the person must buy 
at least one share that costs about around KES 300 (approximately US $3). Members can then can access a range of services 
from the FSA such as credit (mainly secured through capital from the groups contributions), voluntary savings, and financing 
for assets (Wanjiku, Wanjau, and Mbole 2018).  

Since September 2017, Financial Sector Deepening (FSD) is currently exploring the option to conduct its second financial 
graduation pilot in Kitui. These pilots are based on the BRAC model11 and are livelihoods projects that test market-based 
approaches to inform future social protection policy. The first pilot took place in Marsabit. 

While FSAs may not have potential as delivery providers for cash-for-food assistance at scale, they may be of interest for this 
assessment given USAID’s prioritization of Kitui for cash-based response and the interest of FSD in exploring their viability for 
graduation projects. FSAs may merit further investigation regarding their potential, or for greater understanding of 
beneficiary financial practices amongst the rural poor and food insecure households in Kitui. 

                                                                 
11 The BRAC graduation model is developed with the specific purpose of moving participants out of food aid and other safety net programs into income 

earning activities (or “graduation”) that will allow them to be economically self-sustainable, through a five step approach. The model was originally 
developed in Bangladesh, but is now replicated widely. WB and DFID will use the BRAC model for the KCEIP program. 

http://www.brac.net/
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Mobile money 
Four mobile money service providers operate in Kenya, including Safaricom, Airtel, MobiKash, and Equitel. Safaricom has the 
monopoly by a wide margin and was also found to be the most popular mobile money operator amongst households 
assessed. The broad part of food assistance beneficiaries said they are familiar with, or use, Safaricom’s M-Pesa service. For 
those using it, usage varies from around once a month to less occasionally, sometimes as rarely as once a year. Therefore, 
financial inclusion data should be interpreted based on frequency of usage and not just overall numbers concerning reach. 
Among food assistance beneficiaries, M-Pesa is typically only used for or receiving or sending remittances, and not for any 
other purpose such as buying or banking, due to lack of money. Safaricom estimate they currently have approximately 20.5 
million customers, and over 150,000 agents across the country, as show in Figure 45. 

Know Your Customer Requirements  
There are broadly two tiers of Know Your Customer for financial services – those that just require a form of national ID (these 
include mobile money or group MFI loans), and those that require a national ID and either a letter from the village chief and 
bank statement (normally credit related). Most formal providers only require a national ID to open a bank account or to 
register a line with a mobile phone provider such as Safaricom, to be able to use M-Pesa or other mobile banking apps. 

Leading up to the elections in 2017, a large campaign took place to enroll all Kenyan nationals with IDs and now most of the 
population are thought to have a national ID. However, lack of ID remains an issue for an estimated 5 percent of beneficiaries 
in the FEWS NET assessment area. Previously in 2013, around 20 per cent of WFP’s CFA beneficiaries lacked IDs (Zimmerman 
and Bohling 2013), so this is a huge improvement, but nevertheless, an issue for the most marginal groups, who are likely to 
be the most vulnerable and potential recipients of food aid. Using alternates has been a way around this issue by most 
agencies. By learning from the challenges and delays with registration this can create, most agencies are trying to avoid this 
approach going forward. 

Figure 45. Safaricom network coverage (mobile network coverage). 
 

Note: Mobile agent coverage closely resembles that of the mobile network. Readers are encouraged to speak directly to Safaricom for their most up to 
date network and agent coverage inventory.  

Source: Safaricom 

 

Agency experience of working with FSPs  
Based on available documents, only KRCS (2015) and Food for the Hungry (FH) (Murgor 2017) have conducted assessments 
that included delivery mechanism feasibility, in Baringo and Ileret, Marsabit. However, agencies noted there was a lack of 
comprehensive delivery mechanism assessment and that this would be helpful to have. Several agencies suggested missed 
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opportunities to conduct joint bidding to providers to advocate for reduced service charge fees, though economies of scale 
should be explored. 

Choice of financial service provider has largely followed a common trend. Initially, up until around 2014, most cash agencies 
worked with Equity Bank, including the larger actors – the GoK’s HSNP, WFP, and KRCS. Now only the GoK continues to use 
Equity for HSNP (including NGOs12 who support HSNP beneficiaries) and more recently as an option for other cash transfer 
social assistance programs, based on choice of the recipient. Most agencies doing emergency cash transfers now use 
Safaricom’s M-Pesa mobile money as the preferred choice, combined with cash by-hand through traders, where mobile 
money is not possible. Areas selected for cash-by hand delivery are due to poor networks or low financial inclusion levels. 
Since 2014, WFP has left Equity and been using Co-operative Bank for CFA and mobile money for unconditional cash (such as 
Chakula kwa jamii and protection ration).  

From the beneficiary perspective, mobile money is generally a preferred option due to the higher penetration rate and mobile 
phone ownership, compared to familiarity with or use of banks. 

Cash has been largely possible at scale due to what is now considered a growing financial landscape as reported by larger 
actors including the Cash Working Group, WFP, and KRCS. Agencies feel they have a competitive FSP market to choose from 
since the increase of network coverage and banking agents in recent years. To date, most agencies have used Equity Bank, 
M-Pesa, or worked through local traders for cash-in-envelopes or vouchers. For the 2017 drought response, KRCS chose 
different providers per county based on a thorough assessment in each of the available payment mechanisms, as well as 
market analysis. M-Pesa was used in all areas, combined with Equity in parts of Turkana and CompuLynx agents in Marsabit 
and Isiolo.  

The use of electronic transfers, such as through smart cards, mobile phones, and use of new technologies and innovations 
has been under adoption for several years now in Kenya and has been featured in several case studies and evaluations (Harvey 
et al. 2010). Specifically, technology platforms such as RedRose, sQuid, and CompuLynx have also been used by agencies for 
both cash and voucher programs.  

KRCS recently piloted RedRose in Isiolo for data collection and data management for 1,000 households in March 2018 and 
plans to use them further as IFRC has a global agreement with them. Other smaller agencies, such as PACIDA (supported 
through Maltester) in Marsabit trialed RedRose for their recent voucher program but found the data management system 
too challenging to integrate with M-Pesa, in addition to piloting a new modality. However, RedRose smart cards were still 
used for the redemption process. Maltester has continued to use RedRose for its other programs in Marsabit. SOS Kenya’s 
use of sQuid for e-wallets, also in Marsabit, in earlier years is another example of technology used. 

In 2017, KRCS also trialed CompuLynx Payment Service Provider (IT company) in North Horr and Laisaimis, Marsabit. Through 
their platform, CompuLynx provided cash-outs through biometric smart card e-vouchers at vendors. CompuLynx provided 
point of sale, biometrics scanners and printers to participating vendors, selected by KRCS through a tender. Vendors, KRCS 
staff, and volunteers were all trained on the technology. The approach was ideal for the context, as the point of sale worked 
both off line and on line (to allow for limited mobile network connectivity) and were portable, so vendors could carry them 
to any area where pastoralists had moved. Key benefits that were noted for the e-payment system include improved security 
for staff and recipients, reduced leakage, improved reconciliation, greater speed and efficiency of transfers, and reduced 
costs for KRCS and recipient. Barriers in the use of the new technology included limitations in agent coverage and cash flow 
for e-voucher payments, gaps in mobile network coverage to upload transactions, error rates of biometric technology during 
registration, and payments especially with finger prints and failure of urban-set technology versions failing to work in rural 
and remote areas (Kenya Red Cross 2017a).  

While agencies have cited the options in delivery providers as a key feature of cash feasibility in the assessed areas, using 
FSPs has not been without challenges. Lack of mobile networks and agents, mobile phone ownership, or literacy levels were 
mentioned as barriers to providing cash transfers in some of the more remote areas. In a worst-case scenario, agencies are 
deliberating doing cash for food assistance in areas that have functional mobile networks, creating a biased mobile-money 
selection process. Other agencies have chosen to do cash-in-envelopes (by-hand) as the only viable delivery option in remote 

                                                                 
12 Oxfam and Concern Worldwide, under the ECHO consortium. 
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areas. To minimize the risks of distributing physical cash in remote areas, several agencies, including KRCS, Food for the 
Hungry, and Strategies for Northern Development (SND) have adopted a “cash through traders” approach, whereby the 
trader is paid a service charge and the risk is transferred over. However, such an approach requires selection of trusted traders 
and intensive monitoring by agency staff on distribution days but is reported to be working well. The recent multi-sector and 
KRCS rapid assessment of markets conducted in Marsabit are now all recommending this approach in hard to reach areas. 

Agency experiences with Equity Bank has been rife with 
challenges, particularly in Turkana, including many reported 
instances of agent fraud. The challenge with this approach is 
that beneficiaries cannot see what has been deposited in 
their account, so it is easy for them to be cheated if they are 
unaware of their entitlements. Liquidity was also an issue 
and in general KRCS reported around 30 percent of agents 
would typically run out of cash and have to borrow from 
other businesses. The issues with Equity were so high for 
KRCS that they shifted to M-Pesa in the middle of the 2017 
drought response. 

Another challenge is distance. Beneficiaries travel to access 
their payments, which is something all agencies closely 
monitor. For the majority, people are travelling less than one 
hour to the nearest payment point, but for those travelling 
up to 3 hours (11–23 percent according to KRCS and Oxfam), 
this can often entail high transport costs. KRCS flagged this 
as in issue in Turkana, where 60 percent of beneficiaries paid more than 1,000 KES to travel to payment points. In contrast, 
97 percent of HSNP Group 2 agencies in Turkana (as supported by Oxfam) walk to their nearest distribution agent, even if it 
takes several hours, mostly likely as a cost-saving initiative based on their already vulnerable situation. Oxfam has reported 
a few incidents of muggings and insecurity related to cash distributions, unique to Turkana (Figure 46). 

 

  

Figure 46. Cost of transport to cash distribution point 

 
Source: KRCS 2017 
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Annex 7. Appropriateness and Feasibility of Different Modalities 
This Annex provides further details on the general context that frames food assistance activities, which influence their 
outcomes. 

Policy and external context 
The following is a summary of the main policies and regulation pertaining to food security, nutrition, and disaster 
management, of relevance to USAID’s likely funding stream for food assistance. Policies were reviewed with the lens to seek 
out any specific government regulations or preferences for food assistance. 

The policies are holistic and explicit recommendations are not made for one modality over another, although they tend to 
emphasize the strengths of cash transfers as a viable modality for food assistance in Kenya. No separate or specific different 
policies for emergency situations compared to non-emergencies were revealed in the assessment review, rather the policies 
cover both scenarios through these linkages. Relevant policies instead link relief to development, acute and chronic food 
security, and highlight the importance of building resilience as key in a context of recurring food crises, such as in Kenya.  

The main policy for food assistance is the National Food and Nutrition Security Policy 2011, which covers “chronic, poverty-
based food insecurity and malnutrition, as well as the perpetuity of acute food insecurity and malnutrition associated with 
frequent and recurring emergencies and the critical linkages thereof” (Government of Kenya 2011). It has three objectives: 
to improve nutrition, increase access and availability of food, and to protect vulnerable households with the use of innovative 
safety nets. The policy defines food and nutrition security as a situation where all people always have physical and economic 
access to food. Although it does not explicitly state so, through a reading of the contextual analysis and approaches, the policy 
is both relevant for both emergency and development situations, and it emphasizes the linkages throughout. Underpinning 
the policy is also a commitment by the GoK to reduce chronic food security during non-emergency periods, as well as to put 
in place measures to assist those in need when emergencies occur. It states how linking relief with longer-term development 
efforts can help mitigate potential impacts of future emergencies (Government of Kenya 2011). The Kenya approach to food 
security is further described as “an overarching framework” that covers multiple dimensions of both food security and 
nutrition and that addresses the “synergy” of food and nutrition security, with poverty eradication (Government of Kenya 
2011). 

Overall, the policy addresses and provides guidance on eight key issues: food availability and access, food safety, standards 
and quality control, nutrition improvement, school nutrition and awareness, food security and nutrition information, early 
warning and emergency management, institutional and legal framework and financing, and strategic approaches for policy 
implementation, and monitoring and evaluation. Under emergency management the policy refers to the following modalities: 
transfer-based entitlements, cash transfers, public work programs, input support, and special measures for the protection 
and management of livelihood assets. Previous Kenyan food security policies were felt to be limited in scope as they focused 
only on supply-side issues, therefore this policy highlights the need for greater attention to dimensions around access and 
nutritional considerations (Government of Kenya 2011). It also emphasizes the importance of cross-sectoral linkages, as well 
as coordination, as key for successful food and nutrition programming. 

Under “Emergency Transfers,” the policy recognizes food aid has been the most common form of entitlement in Kenya in 
response to food emergencies, but states concern with inappropriate food donations, efficiency of food aid, lack of timeliness, 
high cost, and leakages in food distribution, as well as the potential for disincentives in domestic prices that exported food 
aid may bring (Clause 7.3.2). It continues by suggesting “cash transfers may be a viable alternative to direct food transfers, 
especially in situations where private markets have the capacity to meet shortfalls in food availability. These transfers may 
achieve better results if they are timely, predictable and guaranteed” (Clause 7.3.3). Regarding the use of safety nets, it 
further states: “Where appropriate, replace direct food relief distributions with cash transfers to improve efficiency and 
reduce costs. Food aid should only be provided under rapid onset disasters, severe shortages, and non-functional markets.” 
(Clause 7.3.4).  

All this clearly points to an indication that cash transfers, when appropriate, should be strongly considered as a key modality 
to address food and nutrition security, in both emergencies and development, and that supply-side only forms of assistance 
may have limitations. The policy also flags that emergency measures alone are not enough and endorses complementary 
recovery activities such as livelihood diversification, de-stocking, re-stocking, and rebuilding infrastructure (Clause 7.3.4). 
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In 2015, the government launched its Ending Droughts Emergency (EDE) and Common Programme Framework, which was 
developed as part of an international effort to address the drought related crises following the 2010–2011 drought, with 
support of development partners. The EDE is now recognized as a key mechanism for coordinating and consolidating efforts 
between government, development partners, and other actors, in relation to drought management (Sandford et al. 2017). 
The policy has been adopted by both national and county governments and is embedded within the national development 
plan (Kenya Vision 2030). NDMA has oversight of the EDE, but specifically leads on two of its six pillars (drought risk 
management, institutional development, and knowledge management). It is more development in scope, but given the 
linkages between relief and development, it is considered a key framework. 

The National Social Protection Policy (2011) and follow-up Draft Sessional Paper on Social Protection Policy (2014) are also 
both of relevance to food assistance. While social protection has a longer-term development objective, interestingly under 
“social assistance,” the policy also includes emergency relief food distributions, food for assets, and supplementary feeding 
as part of this, in addition to the school meals program and its four national cash based safety net programs.13 Similar to the 
Food and Nutrition Security Policy, the Social Protection Policy references how recent reviews of previous social assistance 
programs have highlighted the inadequacy of existing interventions. Notably, it states that while repeated distribution of food 
to poor families in ASALs has kept people alive, it has not reduced poverty (Ministry of Gender, Children and Social 
Development 2011, 10). 

Looking at the operational side, much of Kenya’s safety nets are now provided through cash transfers and there has been an 
increasing use and funding by government for cash-based social assistance. In 2013, the NSNP was formed as an umbrella 
program to provide a common operating framework for the four cash transfer interventions, including the Hunger Safety Net 
Programme (HSNP), with the aim to develop a more harmonized and coherent approach to these projects, particularly in 
relation to targeting and delivery.  

At the county level, relevant policies include specific Disaster Risk Management Strategies. County Integrated Development 
Plans were also produced for 2013–2017 following the devolution and are due for revision. There is even less explicit steer at 
the county level for any regulations or preferences for food assistance than in the national policies. However, all County 
Integrated Development Plans for relevant counties covered in this assessment specifically reference the national cash 
transfer programs in their plans to varying degree but have less mention for in-kind food. 

Devolution process 
Since 2013, Kenya’s governance structure has undergone a process of change, with significant power and resources now 
devolved to county level. This has changed the level at which decision making takes pace for several key functions, and many 
previously marginalized counties in the ASALs are now significantly benefiting from budget resources. County governments 
will increasingly take over implementation of food security and nutrition activities. The devolution is based on the 2010 
Constitution, which includes a provision that at least 15 percent of all government revenue should be allocated to county 
governments, based on a formula combining population, poverty level, equal share, land area, and fiscal discipline (Sandford 
et al. 2016). Turkana county reportedly has the biggest devolution budget. Following the 2013 election, the Ministry of 
Northern Kenya was also dissolved and replaced with the NDMA. 

Several support initiatives are underway, such as the World Bank’s trust funded Kenya Accountable Devolution Program and 
the Kenya Devolution Support Program, which are working to support capacity gaps at both county and national levels. Linked 
to the devolution, county transitions are also occurring with various national food assistance interventions such as WFP’s 
Asset Creation and home grown school feeding programs, which are in the process of being fully handed over to county 
governments. 

The devolution has been largely seen as a positive and needed change, but has been an ambitious, huge undertaking, and it 
will not be easy for county governments to smoothly take on management of implementation overnight. Challenges include 
weak absorption rates in some counties and weaknesses in communication between national and county-level governments, 
given the structure across departments is not uniform. Specifically, for food assistance, poor communication can contribute 

                                                                 
13 Hunger Safety Net Programme (HSNP), Orphans and Vulnerable Children Cash Transfers (CT-OVC), Older Persons Cash Transfer (OPCT) and People with 

Severe Disability Cash Transfer (PWSD-CT). 
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to high chances of duplication between food assistance interventions if the relevant bodies are not coordinating with each 
other. So far, not all functions have devolved, which further complicates decision making. Departments that cross-cut with 
food security, particularly now that food assistance involves both cash and in-kind, are split across both national and county 
level. While social protection has remained national, other functions such as agriculture have devolved, and disaster 
management has remained split across both national and county level. 

Architecture and coordination of food assistance 
The architecture for food assistance is somewhat fragmented in Kenya. The Ministry of Devolution and Planning is responsible 
for coordination of government-led food assistance, yet NDMA is responsible for the coordination of early warning, food 
assistance assessments, and information management. There are also other ministries who cross-cut with broader aspects 
of food security. These include the Ministry of Agriculture responsible for the food security and nutrition policy and the 
National Cereals and Produce Board, the Ministry of Devolution and Planning responsible for the Strategic Grain Reserve, and 
the Ministry of Labour and Social Protection who is responsible for social protection, including safety nets. There is a similar 
fragmentation for disaster management architecture. Given the focus on early warning and resilience and existence of 
policies that address both acute and chronic food security, coordination bodies relevant to food assistance remain operational 
regardless of the level of crisis. 

Since 1998, food assistance has been coordinated by the Kenya Food Security Steering Group (KFSSG) whose mandate is to 
both share information during emergencies, but also focuses on the provision of comprehensive food security situation 
updates and analysis in between, including early warning. During emergencies, the KFSSG meets regularly, primarily to 
coordinate incoming food assistance and consists of multiple stakeholders, including relevant government department 
donors, UN agencies, and NGOs. The KFSSG is also responsible for conducting the twice yearly Short Rains Assessment and 
Long Rains Assessment. The KFSSG reports to the County Steering Group, chaired by the County Governor and County 
Commissioner, and is housed by NDMA. 

Unlike the fragmentation that is reportedly occurring across many ministries and departments since the devolution, the CSG 
structure is seen to be working well in terms of county and national coordination (Sandford et al. 2016). All implementing 
agencies interviewed for this assessment frequently referred to both the KFSSG and CSGs as the authority bodies for decision 
making regarding identification of needs, coordination of food assistance, and top-level strategic decisions within the food 
assistance sector. 

A national Cash Working Group was formed in October 2017 that sits under the KFSSG to support and coordinate the growing 
portfolio of emergency and development cash-based programming, from a technical perspective. It is co-chaired by NDMA, 
along with KRCS. It is yet to be rolled out at county level, although ad-hoc cash coordination mechanisms were found to have 
taken place in Turkana and Marsabit during the 2016/2017 drought, which agencies and government reported as helpful. A 
key priority tasks for the cash working group (CWG) in coming months is to draft guidelines on appropriateness, usage, and 
harmonization of cash programming. According to NDMA, these will be used to inform government policies on cash, as it is 
expected that the Ministry of Labour and Social Protection will soon be making a new recommendation. 

Overview of food assistance in Kenya 
Following recent improvements in food security levels in the assessed areas, many actors present for the emergency period 
have phased out, due to the ending of their funding cycles and donor support. Many agencies remaining, or that operate 
during non-emergency times, are taking a longer-term approach to food security and livelihoods, rather than pure food 
assistance, in line with an overall objective to enhance community resilience and household ability to cope with shocks.  

Currently, the assessment found a combination of two groups of agencies/programs – those still doing emergency food 
assistance or have just finished, and those looking at broader food security, livelihoods and resilience objectives. These are 
either complementary activities to food assistance or separate longer-term livelihood programs. Such activities include 
support to production and asset creation, livelihoods protection and strengthening, financial inclusion, and market-based 
interventions. Several of these programs have been mapped, but are not the focus of this assessment, in line with the Title II 
funding likelihood from USAID for much of the areas. Nevertheless, some agencies that are continuing to do emergency food 
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assistance has continued into 2018. Alongside, WFP and the GoK HSNP programs, which address food insecurity, continue 
with their multi-year assistance. 

The main modalities used for food assistance in recent years include in-kind food, cash transfers, and vouchers. Sub-sets of 
these found in Kenya include the following: for in-kind food, this includes general food distributions (GFD), supplementary 
feeding, home grown school feeding and food for assets (FFA); for cash, this includes CFA, unconditional cash (including both 
the GoK’s emergency cash transfers Chakula kwa jamii and the DFID-funded protection ration Linda Lishe Bore); for vouchers, 
this includes both value and commodity food vouchers.  

The 2016/107 drought saw many agencies shifting away from in-kind food to either cash transfers and vouchers, as the 
emergency evolved. However, usage of vouchers has been minimal in Kenya, both during the past and previous years. 
According to the Cash Working Group, key donors DFID, ECHO and WFP estimated 90 percent of their response in 2017 was 
through cash transfers. However, the GoK estimate remains low, with just 10 percent being delivered through cash and 90 
percent through in-kind assistance.  

The main agencies doing food assistance and were also met by FEWS NET for this assessment include WFP, KRCS, World 
Vision, Action Aid, Caritas Kenya, ADRA, Action Against Hunger (ACF), Oxfam GB, Concern International, Save the Children, 
German Agro Action (WHH), Maltester International, FH, PACIDA, ACTED, Ramati Foundation and SND. The GoK through State 
Department of ASALs,14 Ministry of Labour and Social Protection, and Ministry of Agriculture, is also running food assistance 
related programs.  

Overview of main actors and their activities in food assistance 

WFP, Asset Creation (Food for Assets/Cash for Assets) 
Since 2009, WFP has globally shifted its approach away from food aid to food assistance. This has also been reflected in Kenya 
through a gradual transition away from GFD to Food/Cash for Assets to the current program, re-termed as Asset Creation 
(AC), which strongly focuses on the community resilience outcomes. 

WFP has been supporting AC or FFA/CFA, under three phases of the PRRO200736 “Bridging Relief and Resilience in the Arid 
Lands.” The intervention falls under Objective 2 that aims to “Reduce risk and enable people, communities, and counties to 
meet their own food and nutrition needs through creation of productive assets.”  

At the time of the FEWS NET assessment, WFP was planning to release a policy outlining the final stages of their transition 
for handover to the county governments of the AC program, in collaboration with NDMA. Since 2013, much of the FFA/CFA 
has already been done in close coordination with county governments in many locations but the next phase will outline 
necessary capacity building measures required for county governments to directly implement resilience building activities 
themselves, against a phased 5-year approach. NDMA at both county and national levels mentioned concerns that this should 
not be rushed and that counties will need a lot of support before they are ready and that current environments are political 
and challenging. 

WFP is currently implementing FFA in Turkana, Isiolo, Marsabit, and Samburu and CFA in Baringo and Kitui. WFP’s 
implementing partners are World Vision, Action Aid, Child Fund, and Ramati Foundation, although the current funding will 
end in July 2018. Along with the government transition, WFP plans to also gradually shift from FFA to CFA (from in-kind food 
to cash) across counties, based on where markets are functional. Marsabit and Isiolo counties are reported to be shifting to 
CFA imminently, or at least staff and local government were aware of these plans. 

AC programs largely follow the same model in each county. Recipients are provided with 12 days of work per month (called 
“work norms”) on community defined activities, which vary by county, against 6 broad themes: livestock production, crop 
production, water access, markets, environmental rehabilitation, and capacity building. Cash or in-kind food incentives are 
provided in return for each completed work norm, depending on whether the model is FFA or CFA. 

Activities are for 12 days to allow time for participants to attend to other activities at home or do other work. For CFA, the 
cash transfer values are 3,000 KES arid in semi-arid and 2,000 in arid counties, based on the different market prices, calculated 
                                                                 
14 Formerly the State Department of Special Programmes, now reporting to Ministry of Devolution and Planning. 
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at 50 percent equivalent of the food basket. Most of the beneficiaries are women, with an average of around 60 percent. 
Special considerations are also made for vulnerable individuals, such as the inclusion of gender-sensitive work norm or 
allowing the work to be done on a flexi-time basis. 

The 2016 Decentralized Evaluation of WFP Asset Creation program found FFA and CFA activities were successful in building 
essential infrastructures and social capital, vital to support self-reliance and resilience. Several recommendations were made 
including the need to (1) improve some technical quality aspects, (2) increase engagement of men and youth, (3) support 
national and county governments for implementation of the national agriculture extension policy, and (4) support county 
governments to include climate resilience livelihood in CIDPs (WFP, 2017). 

Reported successes of the FFA/CFA program gained through this assessment relate more to the resilience outcomes of the 
asset creation activities, more than the use of in-kind food or cash modality to meet food assistance, thus showing the 
emphasis is more longer term. Some brief highlights include:  

• Asset creation has improved community ownership of food production, agricultural, and other activities 
• Moving from dependency (food distributions) to resilience (asset creation) 
• Market groups have been created, production has improved, and products are being sold  
• Self-help groups have been established 
• Households have started generating income 

 
The main challenges reported with FFA/CFA were mostly focused around the inability to do activities, particularly construction 
work, during the drought due to lack of water and access to distribution sites during the rainy season. Generic challenges in 
relation to the cash or in-kind food modalities are covered under the section on Food Assistance Experiences. 
Various adaptations to design have taken place over the course of the FFA/CFA programs. Some of these include: 

• Baringo – switching from FFA to CFA, due to WFP’s market assessment highlighting markets were functioning well 
for most of the year and because food procurement was experiencing constant pipeline breaks and pilfering. 

• Marsabit – made adaptations during the 2017 drought, including increasing the basket coverage from 50 to 65 
percent, offered more working hours, and provided in-kind food distributions during certain months, even though 
activities were not taking place. 

• Mwingi (Kitui) - now focusing work on supporting more individual households, rather than groups, to encourage 
better ownership as they found it more effective in their context. 

• Kitui Central - introduced an insurance for assets component and has piloted for 963HHs (N.B This is unique to Kitui 
county). The insurance involved two payouts per household: 12,750 KES was made in June 2017 and 4,305 KES in 
September 2017. Transfer values are based on 85 percent of expected yield. The Kitui CFA program has also 
introduced farm water points, aimed to eventually be rolled out to every household. 

Supplementary feeding 
In response to the 2017 drought and high acute malnutrition rates in Marsabit, Turkana, Baringo, and Isiolo, WFP both scaled 
up its existing treatment of acute malnutrition and rolled-out a prevention of malnutrition program through blanket 
supplementary feeding (BSFP) to 510,888 children under five and pregnant and lactating mothers across five counties.15 BSFP 
beneficiaries received a comprehensive assistance package, including provision of specialized fortified foods, Super Cereal 
Plus (CSB+), health and nutrition screening, vaccinations, referrals, and nutrition education. Oil was not included. Through 
the ongoing treatment of malnutrition program, children also received ready-to-use supplementary foods. BSFP ran from 
June 2017 until March 2018, starting in North Horr (Marsabit) and Turkana North, rolling out to Laisamis (Marsabit), across 
Turkana county and East Pokot (Baringo) in August. The program finally reached Isiolo in October 2017 but Samburu was 
never reached, reportedly due to limited funding (WFP 2017). Partners supporting BSFP (through WFP and the Department 
of Health) included ACF, Concern Worldwide, World Vision, and others. Between May to December 2017, WFP reported the 
level of acute malnutrition successfully declined amongst targeted beneficiaries overall, from 20 percent to 7 percent among 
children and from 28 percent to 13 percent among women (WFP 2017). 

It was not possible to obtain information regarding WFP’s procurement and usage of fortified foods for BSFP for this 
assessment. However, available information from previous responses in Kenya show several lessons learned and challenges 
                                                                 
15 Number also includes Mandera county, not covered in this assessment. 
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with the use of BSFPs. Lessons from the 2011–2012 food security and nutrition response (Owigar 2014) highlighted how 
sourcing sufficient commodities (CSB and oil) for the emergency response was a challenge. Insufficient stocks at the beginning 
prevented targeting of all children under five, and priority had to be given to children under three and mothers, for the first 
two distributions. Due to delays in food supplies and inaccessible roads, the BSFP also had to run for eight, instead of the 
planned five months, leading to additional operational costs and issues with resourcing staff and logistics. Concerningly, a 
prospective evaluation of the large 2010–2011 response found that during BSFP, while nutritional status improved overall, a 
subset of children became malnourished, although later recovered. In Turkana, this subset was 15 percent of the children 
receiving BSFP (Save the Children 2010). 

WFP, Home Grown School Meals Program 
Since 1980, WFP and the Ministry of Education have been jointly implementing school feeding targeting the most food-
insecure districts with the lowest enrolment and completion rates. From 2009, this has been Home Grown School Feeding, 
through a combination of cash transfers and in-kind food.  

WFP is gradually handing over all school feeding to the government. To pave the way for the handover, WFP developed a 
cash transfer model to encourage greater production sustainability in the arid lands (WFP 2016). Through the initiative, funds 
are transferred schools where committees of teachers and community members can purchase fresh food from local suppliers 
and farmers, and prepare school meals. Baringo, Isiolo, Marsabit, Samburu, and Kitui have already transitioned to a 
government-led Home-Grown School Feeding program (WFP Kenya 2017b). For the third school term of 2017, the 
government had to purchase food for schools instead of providing cash, according to WFP due to high market prices, and 
intended to resume in 2018 but it is unclear if this has happened. NDMA Isiolo also reported production has been too low to 
sustain the local home-grown procurement model. An accelerated handover was initiated in 2017 (escalating Baringo and 
Marsabit counties). WFP remains supporting Turkana directly for now. A national handover is in sight with plans for the 
government to lead a fully-fledged program across all counties by 2019. A National School Meals and Nutrition Policy is also 
being drafted alongside. 

WFP, through the University of California is currently launching a study running until June 2018. The study will seek to 
understand the impact of a school feeding program that sources locally (including from smallholder farmers) and covers all 
8.9 million eligible school children, would have on Kenya’s economy (WFP Kenya 2017a). 

WFP, Emergency cash (Chakula kwa jamii) through the GoK  
During the 2017 drought, WFP and the GoK adopted an electronic form of emergency cash transfer, dubbed Chakula kwa 
jamii, which reached 77,00 households in Isiolo, Samburu, Baringo, and Kitui, through implementing partners Action Aid, 
Caritas Kenya, Diocese of Kitui, and Ramati Development Initiative. 

It was intended that the program would reach food insecure households who were not already covered by the government 
GFDs or the emergency cash component of the Hunger Safety Net Programme (Group 2). This was a first-time cash pilot for 
the government, who showed huge commitment and ownership by contributing a total 1.8 billion KES, targeting 1.5 million 
beneficiaries across 13 arid and semi-arid counties. Anecdotally, WFP Kenya report this as the biggest contribution globally 
to date for an emergency cash program by a national government. 

Under Chakula kwa jamii, beneficiaries received 3 monthly cash instalments of either 3,000 KES (Isiolo, Samburu, Baringo) or 
2,300 KES (Kitui). The first instalment was via a scratch card and second and third installments via M-Pesa on either a SIM or 
mobile phone. All recipients were required to provide a registered number or become registered if not already subscribed 
with Safaricom. This was to avoid the challenges with using alternates, which both WFP and many other agencies had 
experienced earlier in the drought response. Part of the community mobilization for the project involved encouraging people 
to obtain their own lines.  

One of the main successes of the project was the innovative emergency cash payment tool that was developed. WFP 
specifically designed a delivery approach that used a scratch card for the first month for faster disbursements and to allow 
registration to be activated faster. This allowed for those without M-Pesa accounts to get registered, a process typically 
requiring much data cleaning at scale, who could then join the program from the second month. For the project, WFP set-up 
a special portal with Safaricom that is interoperable with their registration database. Challenges of Chakula kwa jamiii 
included loss and abuse of people’s scratch cards, with the wrong people sometimes getting other people’s cash, and issues 
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with registration and subsequent clean-ups required, that resulted in some people not receiving all instalments due to the 
limited timeframe in which the project was implemented In Kitui; the number of households who did not received their 
payments was reported at 10 percent. There was also a huge delay between assessment, registration, and distribution, which 
spanned January through to September, before cash was disbursed. This was reportedly due to delayed funding disbursement 
by the government. Furthermore, the project took place leading up to the elections, which led to perceived political 
implications and distrust of the targeting process, causing more delays. 

WFP, Protection ration (Linda lishe bora)  
In response to reports that beneficiaries receiving treatment of acute malnutrition in Integrated Management of Acute 
Malnutrition centers were sharing their fortified foods distributed through supplementary feeding programs (reported to be 
as high as 78 percent of households) (WFP Kenya 2017a). WFP established monthly cash “protection rations” for 36,354 
households in Marsabit and Turkana16 during four months in late 2017 and early 2018, with funds from DFID. The rations aim 
to increase household access to food and reduce the risk of sharing or selling specialized nutritious food, therefore improving 
the effectiveness of the nutritional intervention. The cash was provided through partners Concern Worldwide, FH, World 
Vision, Save the Children, and WHH. Additionally, lump sum protection ration payments were provided by WFP in Baringo 
and Isiolo17 through World Vision and ACF, for 6,200 Integrated Management of Acute Malnutrition registered households, 
which included some administrative funding from USAID.  

The protection rations also used the WFP emergency delivery tool of scratch card and M-Pesa payments, linked to WFP’s 
portal with Safaricom. Under the DFID program, beneficiaries each received 18,300 KES (at 65 percent of a food basket) over 
four months at the end of 2017 and early 2018,18 with 4,000 KES for the first month, 8,000 KES for the second month, and 
6,300 KES for months three and four combined. Under the lump sum payments, beneficiaries received a one-off payment of 
12,000 KES. Unlike Chakula kwa jamii, many households receiving protection rations were also HSNP beneficiaries and there 
was deliberate cross targeting. Forty-three percent were enrolled in both projects in Marsabit and 44 percent in Turkana. 

Challenges with the project included errors at the data collection stage that slowed down implementation, including inactive 
telephone lines, unregistered M-Pesa lines, loss/change of telephone lines by beneficiaries and misspellings, poor network 
connectivity, which affected registration and activating of SIMs and scratch cards, and in some areas, insecurity creating 
access issues. This led to slowing down of the registration process and in worst case in Turkana, the program did not reach 
the total planned targeted numbers of households, with only 26,571 out of the targeted 45,240 being successfully reached 
with cash transfers. Overall, the protection monitoring results suggested direct impacts from the protection cash were 
minimal but contributed to positive improvements. The main reason was potentially the short intervention duration. 
However, a combination of interventions, including protection ration integrated with BSFP, scaled up nutrition treatment 
contributing to greatly improved nutrition status in early 2018 (UKaid 2018).  

Both Chakula kwa Jamii and the protection ration programs will be receiving After Action Reviews in coming months to 
evaluate lessons learned and to analyze the impact more comprehensively. WFP and the GoK are now planning to roll out 
the cash delivery tool (dubbed “chakula chap chap”), which they piloted for these projects in future emergency cash payments 
in Kenya. 

Government of Kenya, HSNP 
Kenya’s NSNP comprises four cash safety net projects. Three of them, the Cash Transfer for Orphans and Vulnerable Children 
(CT-OVC), the Older Person Cash Transfers Programme (OPT-CT) and the Cash Transfer Programme for People with Severe 
Disability (CT-PWSD), sit under the Ministry of Labour and Social Protection and operate in all 47 counties. The HSNP sits 
under NDMA and operates in four arid counties only. While the NSSP programs are not specifically food assistance, targeted 
beneficiaries are usually highly vulnerable and food insecure and recipients spend large proportions of their cash transfers 
on food. The HSNP is of interest for this study as it operates in both non-emergency and emergency contexts and is able to 
scale up during drought, to address caseloads of households with increased food insecurity. 

                                                                 
16 Other counties under the project also include Mandera and Wajir 
17 Also West Pokot 
18 December, January, February and March 
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The HSNP is an unconditional cash transfer program that targets households in extreme poverty in northern Kenya in the four 
arid counties of Marsabit, Mandera, Turkana, and Wajir. HSNP was launched in 2008 and has undergone several phases, with 
different partners supporting the administration and design. The pilot phase ran from 2008–2012, phase 2 ran from 2012–
2018, and phase 3 is planned to start in March 2019, for a further five years. Regular disbursements are provided through 
Equity Bank agents every two months of 5,400 KES (equivalent of 2,700 KES per month) to 55,701 households in Turkana and 
39,918 households in Marsabit (known as HSNP Group 1). Overall, HNSP targets around 31 percent of the population in these 
counties on a regular basis (Oxford Policy Management 2016, 17). The HSNP also provides emergency scalability, based on 
NDMA satellite monitoring. If drought levels reach severe levels in any given month, an additional 25 percent of an additional 
set of vulnerable households in drought-affected areas receive a one-off emergency payment and if conditions worsen to 
extreme levels, then coverage increases to 75 percent of these households (known as HSNP Group 2). This scalable feature is 
known as “horizontal expansion”19 and can reach a further 97,616 households in Turkana and 35,355 households in Marsabit, 
with emergency cash. Emergency payouts have been done several times since 2015. Several humanitarian agencies such as 
KRCS, Oxfam, and Concern Worldwide have in the past worked to support Group 2 beneficiaries during emergencies and 
piggy backed on to the HSNP system, including use of the Equity smart card and designated agents. 

Beneficiaries receiving the emergency HSNP transfers have generally used the cash to meet short-term basic need such as 
food consumption, keeping children in school and urgent health care costs. Impacts of the regular HSNP transfers have gone 
further and results show households with strengthened ability to cope with shocks, such as selling less livestock during times 
of stress, diversifying livelihoods by starting businesses or increasing assets. Feedback from the HNSP beneficiaries report 
that the small value and unpredictable nature of emergency transfers makes it harder for them to build resilience to shocks. 
(Oxford Policy Management 2016). 

HSNP has been well evaluated throughout its course and there are several lessons learned that can be useful for the use of 
cash transfers at scale in northern Kenya. A study of interest using a Local Economy Wide Impact Evaluation (LEWIE) tool 
explored the wider effects of the HSNP cash transfers on the local economy. It found markets in all areas responded easily to 
increased demand and that as prices are set outside of HSNP areas, it has to date, not shown any evidence of causing inflation. 
Instead a “multiplier effect” was found, based on the premise that beneficiaries spend HSNP cash on goods and service inside 
the local economy, that then benefits local businesses, labor, and trade opportunities and also non-beneficiaries using these 
markets. The LEWIE study modelled the impacts and found that every 1 KES injected in to the market by HSNP, generates a 
further 0.93 KES. Therefore 1 KES has a multiplier effect of 1.93 KES. If adjusting to allow for potential small-scale inflation 
(no actual, but speculatively), 1 KES becomes 1.38 KES. The main conclusion was that cash, done at scale, is having a positive, 
not negative effect on local markets and the local economy. 

Learning from each phase has been used to improve the next phase. The objective of the pilot phase was to demonstrate the 
efficiency of replacing food aid with cash for the government and to build an evidence base for social protection (Sandford 
et al. 2016). It was successful, and Phase 2 was rolled-out, which saw the introduction of a Proxy Means Testing targeting 
system and a shift from using smart cards to an account-based biometrics system for all recipients through Equity Bank.  

One of the main challenges that the HSNP has faced to date has been its targeting approach. The Proxy Means Testing system 
was not well accepted or understood by beneficiaries and community leaders (particularly politicians) and perceived as 
nationally led. As a result, a new round of targeting and registration is underway, that will go live in HSNP Phase 3. Other 
challenges HSNP has faced include issues with timely registration of beneficiaries and problems with payments, in Phase 2 
resulting in a backlog. As a result, many beneficiaries received their cash in lump sums. Delays at Equity agent payment points 
are common and exacerbated when emergency payments are made at the same time. Oxfam GB, who supports HNSP Group 
2, recently reported beneficiaries having to wait 3 hours at payment points (Kivunga 2017a). Many beneficiaries also walk 
long distances already to pay points, a challenge in fact mirrored by all agencies providing cash transfers in remote areas. 

A single registry database is also being launched under HSNP Phase 3, managed by NDMA, that will include beneficiaries from 
all four NSNP programs, linked to four main financial service providers (Equity, PostBank, KCB and Co-operative Banks). In 
theory the registry has been designed to also link with WFP’s registration database, but it is unknown if their participation is 

                                                                 
19 ‘Horizontal expansion’ is the temporary inclusion of a new caseload in social protection programs; ‘vertical expansion’ is the temporary increase of the 
transfer value or duration of the intervention (OPM 2015). 
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yet confirmed. Once launched, NDMA states that if implementing agencies wish to use the single registry they can do so for 
either vertical or horizontal expansion during emergencies. 

One of the benefits of the single registry will be to spot and remove duplications between existing NSPP programs and remove 
cases of double dipping between households and within households (where members have signed up twice on the same or 
multiple programs).  

The World Bank, with support from DFID, has contributed new funding for HSNP Phase 3, with a combined budget of £350 
million20 under a proposed Kenya Social and Economic Inclusion Project. The project has several components and covers the 
HSNP as a whole. In addition to supporting the single registry, the HSNP will roll out to four new counties, including Isiolo and 
Samburu. The project will also support and expand a newly launched UNICEF project called Nutrition Sensitive Safety Net 
Intervention, and will look at increasing nutritional outcomes of cash transfers. The UNICEF project is currently being piloted 
in Kitui for 1,000 households and there are plans to roll it out to Turkana and Marsabit HSNP beneficiaries. Additionally, HSNP 
Phase 3 will adopt a graduation approach. In addition to providing cash transfers, it will also look at supporting financial 
inclusion and resilience of recipients. Cash will be combined with other activities such as skills development, business 
development, and village saving and loan associations. Under this approach, cash transfers will be given out in two large lump 
sums, to ensure better resilience outcomes as well as short term. HSNP Phase 3 will also include financial ownership by GoK, 
where gradually the government will pre-finance the HSNP and be reimbursed based on delivery-linked indicators. 

Drivers for Food Assistance  

Markets 
Almost all agencies mentioned market functionality as a key driver for their choice of modality for food assistance. Agencies 
who have provided in-kind food, frequently reference poor market functionality as the main reason for doing food, rather 
than cash.  

WFP’s recent large scale market assessment in northern Kenya states “cash or vouchers should only be considered for 
beneficiaries living no more than 30 km away from the market, which corresponds to the 0–30 km range that people report 
presently covering to reach the market,” and that “when considering cash-based interventions, priority should be given to 
areas and markets where market risks are low and most management (in particular low price volatility, stronger market 
integration, better road connectivity, higher supply capacity) and where financial services are available” (WFP, EU, and 
Government of Kenya 2013). 

However, market assessment to inform modality choice has not been widely done by all actors, although many had done 
Emergency Market Mapping and Analysis (EMMA) or value chain analysis for other commodities than food. For cash transfers, 
market assessment is normally considered key to guarantee markets can supply what beneficiaries need at scale and at a 
reasonable price. This was also noted as a weakness of the 2010/2011 drought response, for both agencies and county 
government. NDMA market assessments collects prices of staple foods and livestock but does not look at the supply chain. 
Roughly half of the agencies interviewed had only determined that markets were functional by observation and local 
knowledge. In many other cases, agencies deferred to others who had done market assessments within their operational 
areas to support their response analysis. 

Available market assessments conducted to inform choice of food assistance modality in areas covered under this assessment 
were found as follows: 

• WFP - several county specific market assessments undertaken in recent years, to inform CFA feasibility in addition 
to agricultural supply chains for Home Grown School Feeding programming. These include Baringo (WFP, 2016), 
Mwingi (WFP, 2010), Samburu, and Isiolo (WFP, 2014), Samburu (WFP, 2014). The broader 2013 study also makes 
comprehensive response analysis recommendations for the appropriate use of cash where markets are integrated 
and accessible, covering all this assessment’s geographical scope. 

• KRCS - Organizational Capacity Assessment, Potential Payment Service Providers and Markets to Deliver Cash 
Transfer Programmes at Scale During Emergencies in Kenya conducted in 2015 included use of the Pre-Crisis Market 

                                                                 
20 World Bank: £250 million, DFID £150 million. 
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Mapping Analysis tool in four counties, including Baringo. Additionally, a Rapid Assessment of Markets was done in 
North Horr and Ileret, Marsabit in 2017. 

• Oxfam conducted two market assessments in Turkana (De Matteis, 2006, Oxfam, 2017), with the latter assessment 
informing the market functionality in preparedness for a possible emergency response, through the ECHO funded 
resilience project.21 

• ACTED included market functionality as part of their baseline assessment (ACTED, 2018) in operational areas, 
including Samburu county. 

• A joint rapid assessment of markets was also recently done in February 2018 through the Kenya Cash Working Group 
partners KRCS, Food for the Hungry (FH), WFP, and World Vision in Moyale, Marsabit. (KCWG, 2018) 

These recent assessments concluded that cash transfers were feasible in Baringo, Turkana, and Marsabit as markets were 
functional and could respond to the increase in demand. Similarly, ACTED’s Samburu assessment indicated traders could 
supply most of the preferred food items, although noted high prices, that should be monitored. WFP’s 2010 study indicated 
that a mixture of CFA and FFA may be required in Mwingi, but several years later has managed to maintain a constant CFA 
program and therefore cash is very much feasible in Kitui. 

However, WFP continues to do FFA in Turkana, Isiolo, Marsabit, and Samburu, although the organization had planned to 
phase out in-kind food with cash transfers in Marsabit and Isiolo after July 2018. Protection cash rations have also since been 
provided by WFP partners, in Marsabit and Turkana, alongside BSFP. 

Local government regulations and preferences 
Kenya has a whole range of national, sectoral and development plans, but very little related to food assistance at county level, 
despite the shift to decentralization in 2013. Despite any localized policies, the NDMA County Drought Coordinators 
interviewed all articulated clear opinions on how decisions around the use of food assistance should be made. Broader 
approaches to resilience and disaster management were highlighted as important, and documents such as county Disaster 
Risk Management policies and the national EDE strategy were referenced as alternatives to food policies. 

Neither the literature review or interviews with NDMA officials revealed any specific county-level policies or regulations 
regarding approaches to food assistance (i.e., preferred commodities, supply chains, procurement and storage practices, or 
use of different modalities, such as in-kind food, LRP, cash or vouchers).  

Most government officials within NDMA were found to have a strong leaning towards cash transfers, but only if rooted in 
appropriate response analysis (particularly market assessment) and good coordination. Cash was seen as favorable because 
of its benefits of dignity, beneficiary choice and empowerment, flexibility, and cost-efficiency. In the absence of policies or 
regulations. Many stated how widespread use during the 2016/2017 drought response as a learning experience that had 
demonstrated the effectiveness of this modality. Others also referenced how cash is also the main modality for the GoK’s 
safety net programming 

The Country Drought Coordinators in Isiolo stated the type of food assistance given should depend on the situation or type 
of crisis. Factors such as the importance of market assessment, timeliness, availability of financial service providers, mobile 
networks, participation, and beneficiary preferences were all emphasized as important to consider. There was a perception 
that proper market assessment to inform the use of cash, while important, takes time, and this can slow down decision 
making. In this regard, cash was preferable for chronic crises, as there is more time. However, if cash is done, harmonization 
within the response between actors is essential. Further, cash is preferable than vouchers as they were seen to pose risks of 
specific traders inflating prices and forcing expenditures. Very little LRP has been done in Isiolo as there is not enough 
production. Home grown school feeding was attempted in 2017 but was not sustainable. 

The Marsabit County Drought Coordinators also flagged preparedness as key, highlighting how proper information and 
assessments need to be available to inform faster decision making for any form of food assistance. Regarding in-kind food, 
general food distribution or relief is not favored. Instead they are trying to focus more on developing community assets. 
During the drought, cash was noted as the “most meaningful and had the most impact but was often too slow.” However, 
the scalability of the HNSP was noted as an exception as it enabled a rapid, flexible response to address emergency needs. 

                                                                 
21 Part of an ECHO funded consortium, implemented through Oxfam GB, Concern International and Transparency International. 



FEWS NET Kenya Enhanced Market Analysis   2018 

 

Famine Early Warning Systems Network   77 

The county has plans to roll out FFA programming beyond Moyale, which is the only part of the county where it is operating. 
Aflatoxin is a big issue in Marsabit (as elsewhere) and contamination of both general market stock and food assistance has 
occurred. Due to this, it was suggested a standard should be set around food storage and handling, and capacity building for 
customs staff should also be considered. 

Kitui county has local policies for specific commodities including the Sorghum Act 2014, which promotes the growth, 
production, and selling of this crop, as well as guidelines for Ndengu (or green grams) under the Ndengu Revolution project, 
launched between the Governor and the Kenya Red Cross Society in October 2017. LRP has also been attempted through 
home grown school feeding. Kitui government official interviews (FFA/CFA Coordinator) explicitly stated a preference for cash 
rather than in-kind, as food handouts are “bulky and have no dignity,” and risks of in-kind food are higher. In addition to the 
modality choice, a strong preference for mobile money rather than the use of bank accounts as a delivery mechanism was 
also stated. 

At the national level, NDMA see the role of the Cash Working Group as being key for cash appropriateness, feeling that once 
good practice standards and guidelines have been written, these can then inform government policies on cash. 

Beneficiary preferences 
According to county government officials, most beneficiaries prefer cash. As per implementing agencies providing a cash 
program, all said those receiving cash now prefer this modality, although a few agencies reflected that the sensitization 
around the time of switch could have been improved. Some also asked households in advance about their preferences, but 
others did not.  

According to all beneficiaries who have received cash transfers, they now prefer cash and the experience was appropriate. 
This was the case in Turkana, Baringo, and Kitui. Many of these had previously been recipients of in-kind food. Reasons include 
convenience, flexibility, discretion (less pressure to share with friends and relatives), and because they can spend it on both 
food and non-food items. Among those receiving in-kind food, there were frequent complaints about the inclusion of 
sorghum, opinions of which ranged from “eating it is torture” to “we eat it because we’re hungry.” The issue of sorghum was 
less pronounced in Kitui. 

Regarding in-kind food, around half of those who had received in-kind (mostly through FFA programs) also said they would 
prefer cash if the project was to continue. These were in Turkana (Nadatoo), Isiolo (Ngaramara) and Samburu (Baawa). Among 
the half who would be happy to continue receiving in-kind food, one group has mixed responses (Samburu), the other only 
preferred food as they felt the current cash transfer value was not enough (Moyale), and only one group categorically 
preferred in-kind food to cash (Garbatulla, Isiolo). The main reason for this was because part of the group was also a 
beneficiary of the GoK/WFP Chakula kwa jamii emergency cash project but had not received all three instalments. 

Furthermore, they were aware of food vouchers in their area and heard that a few beneficiaries had been cheated by vendors 
or had their vouchers stolen. Interestingly, in the same area, cash and voucher beneficiaries were happy with their modalities, 
and would be happy to continue receiving each. These findings suggest the reasons could be habitual or experienced based, 
and not linked to markets, but should be noted this location was very remote with poor market access. 

Overall, Turkana, Baringo, and Kitui county respondents had 100 percent preference for cash, regardless of modality received, 
while other counties were mixed.  

Oxfam conducted a market assessment in Turkana in January 2017,22 which found that only 2 percent of beneficiaries 
surveyed had received any form of cash transfer (with the remaining being beneficiaries of supplementary feeding or in-kind 
food). Yet despite this, 92 percent of respondents said they would prefer cash. Action Aid reported that 70 percent of their 
current FFA beneficiaries in Isiolo would prefer cash, following an assessment done by the County Implementation 
Committee. KRCS has a community assessment forming part of its cash assessment toolkit, which includes questions on 
modality and delivery mechanism preferences, typically done in each location to inform appropriate choice of food assistance. 

                                                                 
22 Oxfam Baseline Survey 
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Summary of drivers informing food assistance response analysis 
The most common reasons influencing or driving agency choice of food assistance modality include donor requests or 
pressure, beneficiary appropriateness, and functioning (or non-functioning) markets in terms of access and availability of 
commodities. There were more drivers expressed for cash and voucher response analysis than in-kind food (Table 37). 

Table 37. Main drivers for choice of food assistance 
Agency Donors 

(including 
WFP) 

Markets  
 

Beneficiary 
preference/ 
promoting 
dignity 

Flexible 
expenditure 
(food & non 
food) 

Ensure 
food or 
other 
outcome 

Cost  Timely  FSP 
capacity 
and 
mobile 
network 

Less 
logistics 
(transport, 
warehouse) 

Less 
diversion 
(sharing, 
pilfering, 
selling) 

ACTED  X  X X      

ADRA X X         

Action Aid X  X        

Concern X    X   X   

FH  X        X 

KRCS X X X X  X  X  X 

Malteser     X    X X 

Oxfam  X X X    X   

SND X  X        

WHH  X   X      

WV (CFA)   X   X X    

Caritas 
(Vouchers) 

  X     X X  

PACIDA 
(Vouchers) 

    X X   X  

WFP  X X   X X X   
Source: Authors’ elaboration. 

For FFA partner agencies, the drivers were normally linked back to WFP and government CIC’s decision-making process, based 
on WFP’s policy or the LR/SR assessments. Agencies doing in-kind food did not mention any substantial drivers for their 
choice, other than that it could address the food gap or because the agency had warehouses or surplus stocks.  

Donor preference or request was mentioned by many agencies as a reason why they were doing cash or vouchers. This is in 
line with the institutional position of many large in-country donors like ECHO and DFID, who both have clear global guidelines 
on the use of cash, specifically unconditional or multipurpose cash, and promote cash transfers as the default modality, where 
markets, delivery, and protection considerations allow. Also funding many agencies for the 2016/2017 drought was the 
Disasters Emergency Committee, a large umbrella organization of several UK NGOs. According to the Cash Working Group 
meeting, ECHO and WFP estimated that 90 percent of their response was cash, DFID estimates 80 percent, and the GoK 
estimates only 10 percent. This implies the lack of government relief food distribution data is rather concerning. Although it 
should be noted, these figures are for all sectors, not just food assistance, even though this is the predominant one. 

Experiences of food assistance modalities 
This section looks at agency experiences of providing food assistance in recent years by modality (in-kind food, cash, and 
vouchers), covering specific successes and challenges of each. Considerations and lessons learned across all food assistance 
modalities are laid out at the end. Program details for agencies providing multi-year food assistance or safety net programs 
such as the HSNP and WFP have already been addressed, therefore findings in this section mostly relate to food assistance 
provided specifically for drought emergency response through food, cash, or vouchers, but it also touches on some more 
generic experiences within the modalities. 
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It is widely documented that the response to the large 2010/2011 Horn of Africa drought, during which Kenya saw 3.75 million 
people affected by food insecurity, was late and cost lives (Hiller and Dempsey 2012; Harmer, Harvey, and Odhiambo 2012; 
Fitzgibbon 2016). Subsequent learning from the response has led to greater focus on preparedness and resilience 
interventions that encompass broader aspects of food security, rather than pure food assistance, as already mentioned. In 
addition, the 2016/2017 also saw agencies adopt greater use of cash as a food assistance modality, based on its perceived 
merits of timeliness, cost efficiency, and speed. 

In-kind food assistance 
Until the 2016/2017 drought, in-kind food had remained the predominant food assistance modality (for both emergencies 
and non-emergency situations) in Kenya. The two main biggest pipelines are through the government and WFP. In 2012, 
approximately 80 percent of WFP’s budget for Kenya was provided in-kind and 20 percent through cash transfers. However, 
this has now shifted significantly as reported by the CWG with cash being more prevalent across organizations and donors.  

In 2012 the government and WFP used a shared pipeline. Although WFP no longer provides in-kind food through GFD, it 
continues to procure food for its FFA, supplementary feeding, and school meals program. 

During 2017, the GoK (through the State Department of ASALs) provided GFD across most counties in the ASALs towards the 
end of 2017. However, it was not possible to obtain any data regarding government food distributions. It is therefore 
unknown how many people received what food, who was targeted, which months, and where. Stakeholders speculated that 
this data might not have been consolidated and remains at the village level. It is likely distributions were irregular, based on 
whatever food was available at the time, with many recipients receiving small amounts of food, and not necessarily the same 
food or amount each month, and accordingly could be widely distributed and shared. According to a Transparency 
International review of food assistance in Kenya in 2012, monitoring of government food aid was also reported as almost 
non-existent (Harmer, Harvey, and Odhiambo 2012).  

The government-funded emergency cash (Chakula Kwa Jamii) implemented through WFP and partners, was supposed to 
replace in-kind food distributions. It was also managed within the same government department. However, without any 
available data, it is unclear if the two modalities were well coordinated. It is certain there were some months where the 
government provided both in-kind food and emergency cash in the same areas, although potentially to different households.  

Other agencies that provided in-kind food during 2016/2017 included KRCS, ADRA, WHH, PACIDA, Maltester, Caritas Kenya, 
and Al Khari Foundation. Almost all agencies interviewed had switched to either cash or vouchers by the end of 2017. 
However, as this assessment took place outside of the emergency timeframe, more agencies possibly provided in-kind cash 
than has been captured and had potentially been phased out with completed funding cycles. KRCS remains a large food 
assistance actor and continues to do both in-kind food and cash in different areas, based on market functionality. They are, 
however, gradually providing more cash and less food, based on KRCS’ Secretary General preferences and global trend within 
the Red Cross/Red Crescent Movement in general. During the 2017 drought, KRCS provided approximately 40 percent of its 
food assistance through in-kind food distribution and 60 percent through cash, which was a significant increase from previous 
years. 

Composition of in-kind food baskets varied by agencies and did not appear to be standardized. Some examples are shown in 
Table 38. The food basket percentage WFP recommended for the emergency period was 65 percent, which they were able 
to use for their cash transfers (Chakula kwa jamii and protection ration). In some areas, WFP also increased the 50 percent 
FFA food ration to 65 percent during the peak of the drought, demonstrating emergency scalability of its approach. In-kind 
food agencies were found to be using a similar range of 50-65 percent for their food baskets, although it is unlikely the 
government had a regular monthly calculation.  
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Table 38. Sample monthly food basket composition, 2016-2017 
Agency Food basket composition 

WFP 45 kg cereal (either maize or sorghum, sometimes mixed), 9 kg beans, 2.7 L oil 

GoK Maize, oil, sometimes rice or CSB 

ADRA (Kitui) 45kg maize, 25kg beans, 1kg salt 

KRCS (Baringo) 28kg maize flour, 5kg green grams, 2L oil, 500g salt 

Maltester (Marsabit) Beans, rice, oil, salt 
Source: FEWS NET 2018 

Provision of in-kind food has enabled households to eat more meals a day (for many this is two meals compared to previously 
one meal). As frequently reported in focus group discussions, receiving food distribution means people “don’t go to bed 
hungry.” Other impacts included less need to sell livestock assets as a coping mechanism, saving money previously spent on 
food for other family needs such as school fees and medical expenses, and eating a better diet that included commodities 
such as split peas and oil. Reported successes by agencies of in-kind food programs mostly referred to the benefits of the FFA 
activities rather than the food itself. 

Pipeline delays have been an issue for in-kind food distributions, particularly during the large 2011 drought. The government 
grossly underestimated levels of stock in its strategic grain reserve, which is supposed to sustain the country for three to six 
months during a disaster, necessitating an urgent importation of maize when a drought was declared in May 2011 to avert a 
food shortage. WFP was unable to source food regionally (including Tanzania and South Africa) due to concerns over its GMO 
content. Furthermore, pipeline delays occurred during a labor dispute at Mombasa port about the time taken to re-bag donor 
food into specific bags and the time required to transport food from the port to targeted districts. In September, three months 
after the declaration of drought, WFP had only distributed 10-15 percent of its GFD (Harmer, Harvey, and Odhiambo 2012). 
Pipeline breaks appeared to be less of an issue in 2017, but some WFP FFA partners reported distribution delays of a few 
weeks, particularly for cooking oil.  

Food appropriateness was flagged by beneficiaries as an issue particularly regarding WFP’s inclusion of sorghum in the food 
basket in several areas, which is not palatable food for most Kenyans. In Isiolo’s FFA program, inclusion of sorghum reportedly 
significantly affected beneficiary morale in FFA and led to delays with people complaining, leading to drop outs in some cases. 
When WFP replaced maize with CSB in Turkana in the 2012 drought, Turkana refused it (Harmer, Harvey, and Odhiambo 
2012). 

Cases of food contamination caused by aflatoxin have been a recurring issue. In 2012, KRCS had to recall 362 tons of UNIMIX 
suspected of contamination23 and currently in Marsabit the county government has reported food being contaminated due 
to unregulated cross-border trade at Moyale. 

Several stakeholders, both agencies, and the government mentioned instances of pilfering and looting occurring with in-kind 
food, mostly during transportation. Every time there is a distribution, approximately 5 percent goes missing somewhere on 
route. Transparency International’s review of food assistance noted that poor roads, limited numbers of secondary 
transporters (in an emergency scale-up), poor conditions of food storage and warehousing, and banditry in many operational 
areas as significant logistical challenges that frequently changes the loss of food rations. 

In Baringo, KRCS mentioned challenges of cumbersome logistics to remote areas often inaccessible in the rainy season, looting 
and roadblocks by non-beneficiaries objecting to program targeting, and pilfering by food distributors. These challenges 
significantly contributed to their recent shift to cash transfers in Baringo. 

Vouchers 
The use of vouchers for food assistance to date in Kenya has been limited. Experiences with food vouchers in recent years 
include Concern Worldwide, Caritas Kenya, PACIDA, and SOS Villages Kenya and a longer-term EC Food Facility (ECFF) program 
that piloted food (commodity) vouchers at scale. 

                                                                 
23Kenya: Kebs Tests Showed Unimix was Bad, 9 November 2011, Daily Nation (cited in Harmer, Harvey, and Odhiambo, 2012). 
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Between 2010 to 2011, a EUR 4.5 million funded project was piloted through the ECFF called “Using Food Aid to Stimulate 
Markets” through a consortium of NGOs, namely Save the Children UK, Oxfam Great Britain, local NGOs, ALDEF and WASADA. 
Its purpose was to gauge the efficiency of food vouchers in food assistance and to stimulate market function and food 
production. The project reached 79,000 beneficiaries (13,166 households) in both Turkana and Wajir with commodity 
vouchers redeemable at local traders in place of general food distribution. Part of the general food basket ration was 
substituted for locally produced items including meat, milk, and fish, although because of drought effects the milk portion 
was not sustainable. Beneficiaries could redeem the vouchers either all at once or in different instalments, based on their 
needs. Traders were reimbursed through bank accounts at First Community, Equity, or KCB. The main challenges identified 
for the program included traders providing smaller quantities of commodities and increasing prices. In addition, the ECFF was 
linked to the WFP pipeline and reliant on its general food ration. Due to pipeline breaks, eight food cycle deliveries were 
affected representing a 70 percent shortfall in Turkana pipeline obligations to the ECFF.24 A formal evaluation of the ECFF 
was undertaken, but not published. The ECFF is the only known commodity food voucher program undertaken at scale in the 
ASALs. 

Concern Worldwide provided food (value) vouchers in Marsabit for the first few months of the ECHO funded Consortium 
project “Strengthening and Coordinated Emergency Response in Arid Lands of Kenya” in 2017. Under this initiative, Concern 
provided vouchers to 3,600 households in Marsabit and Oxfam provided cash transfers to 3,000 households in Turkana, 
combined with integrated complementary programming. However, Concern shifted the modality from vouchers to cash 
transfers through M-Pesa towards the end of the project, due to the situation with mobile phone networks and agent 
availability significantly improving, compared to the start. An external evaluation conducted following the program 
completion found vouchers were also more expensive (KES 250 per transaction or 10 percent of the transfer), compared to 
Oxfam’s cash transfers with Equity Bank (only KES 133). The use of M-Pesa came out cheapest at KES 104, thus showing the 
shift was certainly effective from a cost-efficiency perspective. The reason why vouchers are expensive is because the vendor 
is not reimbursed until after all transactions are done. 

Other agencies, such as Malteser (funding local NGO PACIDA) in Marsabit and Caritas Kenya in Isiolo also have done vouchers 
for food in areas where cash was not deemed feasible due to lack of access to FSPs, limited mobile networks or low mobile 
phone ownership. These agencies wanted to shift away from in-kind food and provide a more flexible modality, one that 
supported local markets. However, there were concerns with doing physical cash distribution in remote areas; value vouchers 
were chosen instead. 

Agencies such as PACIDA, reported that vouchers were successful as their restricted nature guaranteed recipients would only 
spend on food rather than non-food items, or to repay debts. Additionally, the agency could control prices with vendors, due 
to setting price ranges in vendor contracts. However, several projects reported instances or risks of vendors cheating and 
hiking up prices. For Caritas Kenya, this was the most common beneficiary complaint they received, despite having food 
monitors spot-checking transaction days and vendors being requested to display prices. Vendor selection was also a challenge 
for the smaller agencies. Most did selection through an open tender, but as vouchers were typically being done in areas with 
weaker market infrastructure or financial agents, the choice of vendors bidding was often limited. In some cases, agencies 
stated they went with vendors who were simply well known or considered good business people, rather than based on their 
capacity. 

Some agencies have provided vouchers in conjunction with other food assistance, such as through hybrid modalities, by 
combining cash and vouchers, or food and vouchers. This is done in the same programming area to the same beneficiaries. 
Between October 2011 and May 2012, SOS Children’s Villages Kenya provided 2,000 households in Marsabit with a smart 
card containing two electronic “wallets:” one with unconditional cash for KES 1,000 ($13) and the other with an electronic 
food commodity voucher for KES 6,000 ($75), in two weekly instalments of KES 3,500 at a time. The program worked with 
the technology provider sQuid together with Paystream. A special payment platform was set up, that included a point of sale 
at participating local traders, connected to a back-end system managed by sQuid and Paystream, via Airtel mobile money (as 
Safaricom networks were not considered consistent). The idea of a dual wallet was the voucher could be used to purchase 

                                                                 
24 Preliminary Findings: Using Food Aid to Stimulate Markets in Pastoral Areas, ECFF Project Evaluation Report, 2011 (cited in in Harmer, Harvey, and 

Odhiambo, 2012). 
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preselected food items as per WFP rations, and the cash could be used for items such as firewood or gas necessary for food 
preparation. However, according to SOS Kenya the program was never evaluated (O’Brien, Hove, and Smith 2013). 

Malteser also provided food vouchers to beneficiaries it was supporting in Marsabit between 2016-2017 with supplementary 
feeding (as backstop to Concern Worldwide) to protect the nutrition component (by preventing recipients from selling their 
fortified food by ensuring food needs were being met through the voucher). This was similar in rationale to the WFP 
protection ration, except Malteser used vouchers instead of cash, as it had already established the mechanism. 

Cash transfers 
There were three types of cash transfers provided in the recent drought, all unconditional and unrestricted. The 
government/WFP’s emergency cash (Chakula kwa jamii), WFP’s protection ration (Linda lishe lore), and the agencies’ own 
unconditional cash for food. There were different objectives and design features to three forms of cash, in particular Chakula 
kwa jamiii and protection ration were designed for the Kenya context, responding to specific needs regarding delivery 
mechanisms and efficient registration (Chakula kwa jamii), and as a complementary modality to blanket supplementary 
feeding (protection cash). Chakula kwa jamii and protection rations have been covered under WFP’s programming. This 
section covers more generic experiences of the use of cash transfers as a food assistance modality during emergencies, but 
not exclusive to the above. 

Key agencies who have provided cash transfers in recent years include ACTED, ADRA, Action Aid, FH, KRCS, PACIDA, Maltester 
International, WHH, plus Oxfam Great Britain, and Concern Worldwide as part of an ECHO funded consortium (established in 
2011, formerly known as El Nina Consortium). 

Most cash transfers were spent on food and because of this, cash transfers have directly improved many aspects of household 
food security, although impacts from cash on nutritional outcomes are weaker based on the current modality design and 
transfer values provided. Agencies reported improvements in the number of meals per day beneficiaries were eating, such 
as KRCS who found 62 percent of households were able to eat three or more meals daily following cash disbursement, 
compared to only 7 percent before (Kenya Red Cross 2017b). Agencies who measured food consumption scores, such as 
Oxfam and Concern Worldwide through the ECHO funded consortium showed numbers of households who measured as 
severely and moderately food insecure as improving in areas such as Marsabit at the end of 2017. Cash also contributed to 
improvements in coping strategies, with CSI indexes reduced by 70 percent at the end of cash interventions across Turkana 
and Marsabit (Sawa Consulting 2018). 

Cash provided increased purchasing power and improved access to food. Most reported expenditure on food as between 53–
99 percent of the cash transfers, generally followed by school fees, health and livestock, combined with basic goods, repaying 
debts, and other household needs. The amount of cash given also had an impact on how people spent along with the location 
and vulnerability context. Transfer values varied widely during the 2017 drought response and not one harmonized amount 
was provided. Most agencies assessed were providing around 3,000 KES per month, but those working with HSNP Group II 
beneficiaries, such as Oxfam and Concern provided slightly lower at 2,700 KES. The highest transfer value provided was by 
ADRA in Kitui, who disbursed 7,150 KES per month. With the higher amount, ADRA reported that 100 percent of beneficiaries 
had ceased selling animals as a coping mechanism and 75 percent were now eating three or more meals a day. Table 39 gives 
a largely representative breakdown of cash expenditure. 

Table 39. Proportional expenditure of cash transfers in Turkana and Marsabit 
Items Amount spent 

(KES) 
Turkana Marsabit 

% of transfer amount % of transfer amount 

Food 1800.66 66.7 60.0 

School fees 450.3 16.7 15.0 

Basic goods 120.5 4.5 4 

Health 97.9 3.6 3.3 

Savings 31.3 1.2 1 

Transport (clinic) 4.5 0.2 0.2 

Transport (work) 9.4 0.3 0.3 



FEWS NET Kenya Enhanced Market Analysis   2018 

 

Famine Early Warning Systems Network   83 

Items Amount spent 
(KES) 

Turkana Marsabit 

% of transfer amount % of transfer amount 

Farm 24.6 0.9 0.8 

Recreation 3.4 0.1 0.1 

IGA 42.4 1.6 1.4 
Source: Oxfam, Concern Worldwide & Transparency International 2018 

Due to the dual nature of the crisis, and some agencies seeking to address both emergency and longer-term food security, 
many agencies reported that unconditional cash has also had a positive impact on livelihoods. The end of project report for 
Oxfam, Concern, and Transparency International found 30 percent of recipients had diversified livelihoods and over half of 
these had directly attributed it to the cash transfers. 

However, while cash is improving food consumption levels, many agencies feel that cash is not addressing dietary diversity 
and nutritional outcomes. Rather than diversifying their diet, households typically use the cash to buy staples such as cereals, 
grains, and pulses, with only small amounts spent on protein or vitamin rich foods. This is of particular concern in Turkana 
where Oxfam found only 25 percent of targeted households were consuming five or more food groups (Kivunga 2017b) as 
shown in Figure 47. 

Figure 47. Household food dietary diversity after cash intervention 

 
Source: Kivunga 2017b 

Complementary activities are being done alongside cash transfers by many agencies to achieve broader inter-sector 
objectives beyond just access to food. WFP’s protection cash is one example, which is an accompaniment to supplementary 
feeding to support nutrition outcomes. Concern Worldwide in Marsabit also supported nutrition interventions alongside its 
cash as part of the Consortium program, including trainings for health volunteers, workers, and pregnant and lactating 
mothers in how to detect malnutrition, mass screenings, and provision of plumpy nut and plumpy soup for households with 
moderate and severe malnutrition. It found global acute malnutrition rates decreased throughout 2017 for cash supported 
households who were also receiving nutrition complementary activities. This included a reduction in global acute malnutrition 
in North Horr from 10 percent in January 2017 to 3.4 percent in 2018 and a reduction in global acute malnutrition from 7 
percent to 6.8 percent in Laisamis.  

Most agencies feel the current transfer value is not enough, which is a current discussion point within the CWG that actors 
hope to resolve in 2018. Agencies including Oxfam, KRCS etc., put together a Minimum Expenditure Basket for food based on 
current market prices in 2017 that proposed a transfer value of 8,000 KES, but this was rejected by ECHO at the time. They 
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felt it would distort the HSNP value particularly as beneficiaries for both programs live in the same communities and there is 
no clear distinction between wealth status of non-HSNP and HSNP beneficiaries. On the other hand, an argument is made 
that HSNP is not based on emergency needs following a shock, such as drought, which may be higher than a longer-term 
safety net. Save the Children has also recently released a Cost of Diet Study (Save the Children 2017) that looks at the cost of 
a minimum food basket at local market prices that provides all nutritional requirements. Based on this, they recommended 
the bare minimum value for a food basket for the very poor would be 21,000 KES, which would equate to 11,000 KES if taking 
50 percent of the basket. Save the Children goes on to further recommended a range of higher food baskets, which increase 
in nutritional value to meet minimum requirements. WFP has recently trialed a lump sum approach (such as through the 
protection cash in Baringo and Isiolo) whereby it gave households four months of cash in one instalment, and it showed 
positive results, particularly in terms of impact on livelihoods. DFID also recognizes the 2,700 HNSP amount is not enough. 
Their support to HSNP Phase 3 also includes a new approach for cash transfer that also provides cash in large lump sums 
through the BRAC model to support stronger resilience outcomes. 

Other successes of cash transfers included less sharing of cash compared to food, none or minimal (1 percent) reports of 
intra-household conflict (particularly regarding concerns of anti-social expenditure by husbands), and limited tension in 
communities. In the few cases where community tension has occurred (KRCS reported this at 3 percent), this was related to 
targeting people who are not on the list wanting to borrow from neighbors. Most of the cash is provided to women as they 
typically control the food expenditure. It should be noted that concerns regarding anti-social expenditure of cash appear to 
be fears, more than reported incidents. 

Key challenges facing the use of cash transfers, include providing assistance to a moving pastoralist population, posing 
challenges for continuous disbursements, and in some cases, people not accessing their cash. The use of alternates, whereby 
beneficiaries nominate a relative or neighbor to receive cash on their behalf has required attention and time in almost all 
cash programs, with the process often being open to fraud or confusion over the correct beneficiaries either at registration 
or disbursement state. Although improved, lack of IDs is still an issue for some (an estimated 5 percent of beneficiaries), but 
in such cases a letter from the chief suffices. 

All agencies are using community-based targeting approach for most cash programs (as well as other modalities, including 
food and vouchers). This was reported as a key success by many agencies. Targeting is done through several layers, starting 
with sensitization around assistance, discussing and agreeing selection criteria with communities, holding barazas, and at 
least one opportunity for verification of final lists. There have been many lessons learned developed out of previous responses 
in relation to targeting, registration, and communication (Peachey 2017). There remain risks of interference in targeting and 
registration by village leaders or elites, often under reported (around 1 percent in agency evaluations), but this appears to 
have improved. Counties where agencies reported this to be more of a concern included Isiolo, Baringo, and Turkana. Last 
year, overall KRCS found 99 percent were satisfied with the cash selection process in Turkana, Samburu, and Marsabit (Kenya 
Red Cross 2017b). This is a big improvement from their 2015 cash program where around half (52 percent) of beneficiaries in 
Marsabit and Samburu said they did not understand the selection process (Kenya Red Cross 2015). Some agencies such as 
Oxfam and Concern Worldwide are using HSNP Group 2 as the basis for their targeting and utilizing the HSNP Equity smart 
card as a payment mechanism. While the HSNP has its own set of challenges, this is a good opportunity to link emergency 
cash into longer-term social protection mechanism, given the strength, size, and longstanding nature of the program in Kenya. 

Agencies are using various forms of complaints and response mechanisms for cash programs. These include suggestion boxes, 
toll free hotline numbers, community focal persons or complaints committees, as well direct engagement with village chiefs 
and leaders. However, usage and awareness of formal mechanisms is low. Actors such as ACTED and KRCS only reported 11-
15 percent of beneficiaries having a complaint. ACTED also reported only 20 percent of its beneficiaries were aware of 
complaints and response mechanisms. Beneficiaries preferred face-to-face complaint channels for complaints such as 
through the village chief, committee, or visiting the agency field office. Toll-free numbers and the Umaja platform have been 
introduced but are used less. Several post-distribution monitoring reports also show limited information being provided to 
beneficiaries about distribution dates, particularly in Turkana but also across the counties (Kivunga 2017a). Several agency 
post-distribution monitoring reports were shared with FEWS NET which have been helpful for this assessment. However, 
several agencies flagged a lack of designated and consistent resources for such reports, and market monitoring in donor 
budgets was an issue for them to effectively measure results as well as troubleshooting issues that come up during program 
implementation. 
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Where cash is done, agencies report cash as having a 
positive impact on markets. CWG agencies report increased 
numbers of traders typically observed on cash distribution 
days. KRCS in Baringo reported how trading centers and 
markets have mushroomed. The multiplier effect can also 
be seen in broader terms; small businesses have also 
opened in markets where FSP agents are now active. The 
HNSP LEWIE tool reports similar positive impacts on 
markets. No stakeholder met during this assessment 
provided any evidence of any cash program, of any size, 
causing inflation. However, small price increases after 
disbursement are sometimes common which occurs with 
any injection of cash into a market,25 but normally stabilizes 
after a few days. KRCS analyzed this for their 2016-2017 
program, as shown in Table 40. Agencies such as Oxfam, 
ACTED, and KRCS are doing market monitoring to inform 
their programming but several are not, or doing through 
observation only. NDMA also monitors markets for livestock 
and staple foods, but not specifically in markets where cash 
beneficiaries are spending their money. No agency is using 
regular market monitoring to inform transfer values.  

Oxfam (Kivunga 2017a) reported rising prices in Turkana in 
2017 during its market monitoring. This highlights the 
necessity to conduct regular market monitoring and use it 
to inform either changes in transfer design, adaptations to 
the modality (potentially switching if necessary) or 
providing market-based support alongside. 

Many agencies piloted cash for the first time in Kenya in 
2017. However, despite overall successful experiences they 
felt cash was slow and time consuming to set up, as it 
required much planning to get underway. Aspects that were slow included the use of alternates that slowed down registration 
by up to two months for some and registering of new SIMs for beneficiaries without mobile phones through M-Pesa. Both of 
these challenges have also been felt by WFP, contributing to the design the Chakula chap chap delivery mechanism. 

Risks 
The following risks were identified by stakeholders interviewed and in the relevant literature available (Table 41). Agencies 
interviewed were able to describe in most cases the specific ways they are mitigating these risks, mostly through 
improvements in program design or choice of modality. Risks have been ranked as high/medium/low, based on their 
prevalence and level to which they are occurring. 

Table 41. Risks and risk mitigation measures by assistance modality 
Modality Risks Identified mitigation measures or actions taken 

 
In-kind food 
 

Targeting 
Chiefs or leader interference with targeting; Inclusion 
errors  
Diversion or sharing 
Sharing of food with non-targeted beneficiaries 
Selling of food 
Pilfering during transit or warehousing 

Ensure community-based targeting is representative 
Robust community complaints mechanisms in place 
 
 
Consider cash or vouchers 
 
 

                                                                 
25 Studies also show a slight decrease in prices immediately after an in-kind distribution.  

Figure 48. Beneficiaries information needs in a cash transfer 
project 

 
Source: Kivunga 2017b 

Table 40. Price change in the market after cash transfer 
disbursement 

County No % Yes % 

Baringo 20 80 

Isiolo 39 61 

Marsabit 78 22 

Samburu 38 62 

Turkana 34 66 

 

Source: KRCS 2017 
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Modality Risks Identified mitigation measures or actions taken 
Logistics 
Loss of access during rainy season due to poor roads 
Pipeline delays 
Modality appropriateness 
Specific vulnerable groups being marginalized or 
physically burdened by FFA 
Dependency on food aid 

Consider cash or vouchers 
 
 
Adapting of work norms 
 
Switch to FFA 

 
Cash 
 

Targeting 
Chiefs or leader interference with targeting; Inclusion 
errors  
Delivery 
Cheating by service provider agents 
Risk for staff carrying cash 
Moving pastoralist population/beneficiaries not picking 
up cash 
Markets 
Inflation  
Food is not available in markets 
 
Modality appropriateness 
Specific vulnerable groups being marginalized or 
physically burdened by CFA 
 
Sectoral objective 
Cash is not spent on intended purpose of program (i.e. 
food) 
 
Intra household gender dynamics 
Husbands taking cash and spending on anti-social 
expenditures 
 

Ensure community-based targeting is representative 
Robust community complaints mechanisms in place 
 
Spot check or monitor disbursements 
Use of traders for by-hand payments 
Communication about distribution dates at outset 
 
Conduct market price monitoring 
Ensure market is functional before doing cash transfers 
 
 
Adapting of work norms 
 
 
 
Sensitization and messaging on objective of cash; 
complementary activities 
Consider vouchers 
 
Sensitization of both parties; encourage household to 
send most responsible person 

 
Vouchers 
 

Vendors hiking prices 
Forced expenditure 
Supplies running out 
 
Theft or loss of vouchers 

Vendors to display prices 
Vendor monitoring 
Advance information to vendors about distribution 
Consider e-vouchers 

Source: FEWS NET 2018 

Agencies that had shifted to cash from in-kind food frequently cited the risks as contributory in their decision to switch to 
cash. Where risks with cash were perceived as too high for an agency’s comfort level, but the organization still wished to try 
a cash-based approach, these agencies often chose vouchers instead, such as PACIDA and Caritas Kenya. Agencies were open 
about this being related to their lack of experience or wishing to pilot vouchers, with a view to transitioning to cash if the 
program achieved good results.   
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