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Executive Summary 

______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Background 

Since 1951, Save the Children International (SCI) has implemented humanitarian and development programmes in 

Somalia in five key sectors: child poverty reduction, child survival, child rights governance, children’s education and 

child protection. From their initial work in the 1950s, SCI has continued to actively deliver programmes to meet the 

needs of households affected by poverty and by humanitarian crises. During the severe drought of 2015-2017, Save 

the Children provided cash and nutrition food assistance to affected households in Awdal, Bari, Nugaal and Hiraan 

Regions. Following this extended drought, HEA baselines were conducted to support the EFSP programme to 86,740 

beneficiaries (14,410 households).  The aim of the project is to meet the immediate food needs of the drought 

affected population, increase food security and dietary diversity, prevent the erosion of productive assets, and 

reduce the need for negative coping strategies.  The new HEA baselines in the three northern pastoral livelihood 

zones update the old baselines (reference years 2010 and 2013) and provide a current information base for improved 

project planning and response.  With supplementary outcome analysis training, the baseline data can be used with 

the Livelihood Impact Assessment Spreadsheet (LIAS) to allow planners to quantify the magnitude of seasonal and/or 

annual food and income gaps against survival, livelihood protection and MEB thresholds. This type of analysis is 

useful in determining how much support is needed, when, and to meet what type of need. 

 

Assessment Objectives 

The overall purpose of the work is to provide robust evidence and an in-depth understanding of livelihoods in 3 

northern pastoral livelihood zones in Somalia and Somaliland. 

The data will be used to better equip SCI and its partners to deliver appropriate livelihoods and resilience 

programming. 

Capacity-building through a phased approach is an explicit objective of the assessment work in the three zones.  

The internal capacity of SCI’s Somalia/Somaliland office will be developed and by the end of field work in 3 zones, 

the office will have the skills to lead a full HEA baseline from the training phase through to field work and analysis.  

 

The HEA Analytical Framework 

HEA or Household Economy Analysis, is an analytical framework that brings together livelihood baseline data with 

current year price and production data to analyse the effect of a shock on future access to food and income so that 

the decision-makers can make informed decisions. The logic of this approach is that modelling scenarios or modelling 

the impact of recent events produces results that are immediately useful to planners as they answer the specific 

questions of where, who, what and how much is needed to respond.  Three types of household information are 

required in the HEA framework: (i) baseline food, income and expenditures, (ii) price and production effects of 

hazards (i.e. events such as drought, conflict or market problems) and (iii) household coping strategies (i.e., food and 

income sources used by households to make up initial deficits created by a hazard). 

In practice, the HEA analytical framework is divided into two phases, each comprising three stages. 1 The figure below 

illustrates the six stages. The result of the first phase is the compilation of a baseline for each livelihood zone. The 

first phase is essential to feed into phase 2, outcome analysis, which cannot be carried out before a baseline is done. 

 
1 Detailed information on each step of the analytical framework can be found on: http://www.foodeconomy.com and in the Guide for HEA 
users (available in English and French) http://www.savethechildren.org.uk/resources/online-library/practitioners '-guide-household-
economy-approach 

http://www.foodeconomy.com/


Northern Pastoral Livelihood Zone Profiles   SO01 (Guban), SO02 (West Golis), SO06 (Northern Inland)  6 
 

BASELINE + HAZARD + 
COPING 

STRATEGIES 
= OUTCOME 

 

 

 

This report summarises the findings from phase 1 of the HEA analytical framework, namely Step 2 and Step 3 of the 

baseline phase. Step 1, which in this case involved rezoning or updating the original livelihood zoning map, is found 

on the FEWS NET Somalia website.2  The most recent livelihood zone map dates from August 2015. 

 

Study Methodology 

Over a period of 2 months, from 11 January to 10 March 2020, HEA baseline assessments were undertaken in 3 

northern pastoral livelihood zones.  The starting point for selecting sites to visit for the assessment was the 

livelihoods zone map produced by FEWS NET and FSNAU in August 2015 which was used to define the geographical 

boundaries for each zone. Livelihood zones themselves are geographical areas in which households roughly share 

the same production and income options, as well as similar market access. After selecting the livelihood zones for 

the assessment, the baseline process started with a 6-day classroom training followed by village-based field work 

carried out over a period of two months. There are three main steps in the HEA baseline assessment. At the region 

and district level, secondary data on production, prices, population and hazards is collected and local units of 

measure are verified. 10 villages are then selected purposively to represent the livelihood pattern of the zone. At the 

village level, a meeting with key informants is held to develop a seasonal calendar and 5 year timeline of major events 

as well as a summary of the characteristics of very poor, poor male headed and poor female headed, middle and 

better-off households in the village (as defined locally).  The wealth breakdown exercise allows the team to organise 

the next stage of interviews.  6-10 household representatives (men and women) from each wealth group are chosen 

by village elders. Interviews are then conducted separately with each wealth group. During the 3-4 hour interview, 

household representatives are asked to provide quantified information about the amount of food and cash typically 

secured by households like them from a variety of different sources (production, purchase, wild foods, gifts, 

remittances, aid and so on). This data is stored in a baseline storage spreadsheet or BSS. At the end of the assessment, 

a total of 50 focus group discussions with household representatives and 10 key informant meetings with village 

elders had been completed per zone. Across the three zones, a final sum of roughly 1,200 people were interviewed 

at the village level (or 400 people per zone). In addition, 3 market inquiries and several meetings with regional and/or 

district technical experts were carried out in each of the livelihood zones.  

 

All baseline information in the report refers to a specific time period. In this case, the reference year differs slightly 
per zone. The specific reference years for each zone are listed below. 

  

 
2 https://fews.net/east-africa/somalia/livelihood-zone-map/august-2015 

HEA Analytical Framework, The Food Economy Group 
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LIAS_SOM Northern Pastoral_2020 

Code Name Reference & Consumption Years 

SO01 Guban Pastoral January – December 2019 

SO02 West Golis Pastoral April 2018 – March 2019 

SO06 Northern Inland Pastoral October 2018 – September 2019 

  

 

Results 

The HEA baselines refer to the 2018 and 2019 reference years which immediately followed the drought crisis of 

2015-2017. Consequently, the data reflects these recent events. These effects include relatively small herd sizes 

post-drought, shorter lactation periods for camels, and continued humanitarian assistance.   

Wealth breakdown: The current baseline assessments found that the population in the northern pastoral zones are 

primarily classified as poor and very poor. These lower wealth groups comprised 66%, 68% and 60% of households 

in SO01, SO02 and SO06 respectively (see table at left).  Indeed, this 

marks a change from the old baselines. 6-10 years ago, the middle 

wealth group was the largest wealth group, comprising roughly 50% 

(SO01) of households. Old baselines used a 3-wealth group approach 

compared to the 4-wealth groups in the current baselines and this in 

part may explain differences in wealth group proportions. 

Nonetheless, the impact of the drought crisis also led to many households slipping down the wealth group ladder, 

falling into poverty due to high livestock mortalities and now classified locally as poor.  

Food Sources: The livelihood patterns of these three northern zones are still primarily pastoral despite the 

cumulative stress of drought, livestock disease and the recent Sagar cyclone. Pastoral economies are characterised 

principally by sales of milk, meat and livestock (camels, goats and sheep in this case) which generate income to 

meet basic needs. Using cash generated from these sales, staple food items such as rice, wheat flour and pasta are 

purchased. Own milk is also an important supplementary food for middle and better off households in particular.  

 

The table above summarises the proportion of food energy from each major food source by wealth group and 

livelihood zone for the specified reference year. The results show that livestock products (mainly milk but a little 

meat too) were a major food source for middle and better off households. Post-drought, milk production was 

starting to improve although the effects of the stress years was still evident from smaller herd sizes to shorter 

lactation periods for camels (i.e, in SO06 Northern Inland pastoral). Food purchase was the other primary food 

source (indeed the dominant food source for the lower wealth groups) across all three zones. What also stands out 

is the enormous contribution of food aid from the drought recovery effort, notably in SO01 Guban Pastoral 

Livelihood Zone. Levels of food aid were much lower in SO06 (Northern Inland Pastoral) and consequently food 

purchases were much higher. 

Income Sources:  In pastoral economies, sales of livestock and livestock products (milk/meat) are typically the main 

source of cash income by which to purchase necessities. The results show that this was indeed the case for middle 

and better off households particularly in SO02 (West Golis Pastoral) and SO06 (Northern Inland Pastoral) where 

cash transfers were targeted to lower wealth groups only. In SO01 (Guban Pastoral), livestock sales were the 

principal cash income source, but households there also required supplementary sources to generate sufficient 

cash during the year, including remittance income, meat sales and money from cash transfers. In all zones, little 

milk was sold due to the slow recovery of milk production post-drought.  

SO01 SO02 SO06

FOOD VP P PFHH M BO VP P PFHH M BO VP P PFHH M BO

livestock products 1% 8% 8% 26% 45% 3% 5% 6% 18% 28% 3% 9% 8% 19% 23%

food aid 62% 55% 55% 43% 6% 15% 10% 6% 0% 0% 7% 1% 4% 0% 0%

gifts/remittances 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 3% 3% 3% 0% 0%

staple purchase 20% 23% 21% 27% 38% 47% 52% 50% 55% 52% 54% 54% 51% 52% 53%

non-staple purchase 13% 14% 15% 15% 29% 28% 30% 33% 33% 36% 30% 30% 35% 37% 37%

TOTAL 97% 100% 100% 110% 118% 94% 97% 96% 106% 116% 96% 97% 97% 109% 113%

WEALTH BREAKDOWN BY LZ

% households LZ

SO01 SO02 SO06

V .Poor 29% 30% 22%

Poor 37% 38% 38%

Middle 24% 20% 29%

B/Off 10% 12% 11%

Total 100% 100% 100%
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Amongst the lower wealth groups, livestock sale was the principal income source for poor households in SO06 

(Northern Inland Pastoral) only. In SO02 (West Golis Pastoral), charcoal sales and livestock sales were equally 

important, and in SO01 (Guban Pastoral) cash transfers was the main income source for poor households.  

Nowhere in the 3 livelihood zones was livestock sale the main income source for the very poor. Instead, their 

primary sources of cash income were cash transfers (SO01 Guban Pastoral and SO06 Northern Inland Pastoral) and 

charcoal sales (SO02 West Golis Pastoral). For the most part, the lower wealth groups generated small amounts of 

cash from a range of 3-4 income sources rather than from 1-2 sources only. Typically, income patterns amongst 

poor female headed households were similar to poor male headed households but they earned significantly less 

annual cash income overall and less from charcoal sales in particular (a labour-intensive activity). 

Expenditures: Pastoralists spend little on items other than on staple food (rice, pasta, wheat flour, vegetable oil), 

sugar and tea. This pattern was very marked in SO02 (West Golis Pastoral) and SO06 (Northern Inland Pastoral) 

where humanitarian assistance was far less than in SO01 (Guban Pastoral). Other essential expenditures in the 

reference years common to all three zones included: water for household use and for animals (except in SO02); 

animal drugs; basic household inputs (salt, soap, torch and batteries, buckets, sleeping mats), cell phone air time, 

some clothes, and transport as required.  The principal discretionary item purchased during the year was qaat 

(included in the table below under the category “other”). Poor female headed households were the exception and 

did not purchase qaat. Education spending was another priority expenditure notably for the lower wealth groups. 

Very poor and poor households tend to concentrate near settlements where schools are located. Moreover, with 

small herds, they are less likely to migrate far away and thus their children have access to schools for most of the 

year.  

 

In SO01 (Guban Pastoral) food aid and cash transfers were relatively high during the reference year compared to 

the other two zones. The effect of humanitarian assistance was to allow households to switch cash normally spent 

on food into other items such as education, cell phone airtime and qaat.  

MEB/Minimum Expenditure Basket:  A MEB is a basket of goods that typically includes a basic food basket and a 

basic non-food basket. The goal of calculating a MEB is to determine the cost of meeting minimum standards of 

wellbeing in a particular area. A MEB is a useful tool to analyse the gap between what people earn and produce, 

and how much is needed to meet those standards of wellbeing. Where a gap exists, the analysis shows how much 

assistance is required to close the gap. In Somalia, the FSNAU developed a MEB which was applied to the country. 

The MEB has been used by the Interagency Cash Consortium Group to determine cash transfer values. The cash 

value of the MEB is updated regularly, by region, using price data collected by FSNAU from 74 different markets in 

the country.  The essential items MEB is a survival basket and is comprised of 4 basic food items. The total basket 

MEB combines a more diverse food basket (8 items) with a non-food basket (10 items). The HEA baseline itself 

provided an opportunity to calculate a pastoral MEB for SO01, SO02 and SO06 that takes into account the 

characteristics of each zone (i.e, the food basket, firewood, water etc) and that also follows some sectoral 

standards (i.e, water, sanitation & hygiene). The calculated cost of the pastoral MEB by zone was then compared to 

SO01 SLSH SO02 SLSH SO06 USD

INCOME VP P PFHH M BO VP P PFHH M BO VP P PFHH M BO

livestock product sales 60,000 600,000 660,000 1,800,000 4,275,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 30

livestock sales 300,000 1,750,000 1,025,000 6,875,000 12,350,000 1,125,000 3,281,250 3,375,000 9,562,500 13,875,000 225 725 400 1363 2060

cash transfers 5,400,000 5,400,000 4,800,000 3,600,000 2,700,000 1,625,000 1,300,000 1,300,000 0 0 405 150 400 0 0

charcoal sales 1,397,500 1,290,000 200,000 0 0 3,585,000 3,192,000 1,080,000 2,160,000 0 0 0 0 0 0

remittances, social support 0 0 0 2,050,000 2,500,000 1,750,000 1,750,000 1,600,000 0 0 300 250 150 0 0

TOTAL 7,157,500 9,040,000 6,685,000 14,325,000 21,825,000 8,085,000 9,523,250 7,355,000 11,722,500 13,875,000 930 1125 950 1423 2090

SO01 SLSH SO02 SLSH SO06 USD

EXPENDITURES VP P PFHH M BO VP P PFHH M BO VP P PFHH M BO

staple food 1,862,500 2,150,000 2,012,500 2,522,500 4,120,000 3,810,000 4,200,000 3,532,500 4,402,500 4,200,000 431 431 356 425 441

non-staple food 1,270,000 1,359,000 1,572,000 1,698,500 3,140,000 2,163,000 2,413,000 2,283,000 2,643,000 2,958,000 237 270 242 339 363

HH items 1,065,000 1,622,000 975,000 2,645,000 3,360,000 742,000 825,000 730,000 1,204,500 1,530,000 74 96 82 136 185

water 432,000 752,000 547,200 1,187,200 1,529,600 0 0 0 0 0 64 118 91 217 344

inputs 0 50,000 0 150,000 800,000 0 25,000 22,000 185,000 185,000 0 0 0 20 40

social serv. 930,000 900,000 775,000 930,000 1,170,000 347,500 385,000 177,000 425,000 717,000 65 100 100 30 10

clothes 472,000 700,000 525,000 960,000 1,900,000 435,000 600,000 450,000 960,000 990,000 45 70 63 98 180

transport 0 0 0 0 1,000,000 25,000 25,000 0 62,500 150,000 0 7 0 12 100

qaat , airtime, repaid loans 1,126,000 1,507,000 278,300 4,231,800 4,805,400 562,500 1,050,250 160,500 1,840,000 3,145,000 14 33 16 146 428

TOTAL 7,157,500 9,040,000 6,685,000 14,325,000 21,825,000 8,085,000 9,523,250 7,355,000 11,722,500 13,875,000 930 1125 950 1423 2090
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the Somalia MEB by region to examine if particular sector baskets differed in value and why. This exercise was not 

meant to replace the Somalia MEB with a new MEB but to shed some light on whether certain items or certain 

sector baskets should potentially be revised. Furthermore, a MEB per livelihood zone cluster might be a useful 

addition in the future. 

The results showed that the value 

of a (sector) standard MEB for the 

northern pastoral zones is higher 

than the total income earned by 

the very poor and poor households 

in all three livelihood zones. The 

value of the MEB in SO02 and SO06 

was also higher than the total 

income of middle households (i.e., those zones with much lower levels of humanitarian assistance). This suggests 

that for the most part, very poor, poor and middle households cannot afford a minimum standard of living in their 

area. This exercise is useful to address the question about what goods and services really are essential in pastoral 

areas to ensure a decent standard of living. One caveat is that middle households in general have sufficient savings 

on the hoof to “afford” the MEB and thus could make up the gap between their total income and the MEB 

threshold. However, by minimising expenditures, they promote faster herd recovery through fewer livestock sales. 

In addition, pastoral areas are not well served with mobile schools or health clinics and without these services, 

pastoral households have less reason to spend on education or health, and thus less reason to sell livestock and 

generate cash.  

The pastoral MEB for SO01, SO02 and SO06 

was compared with the Somalia MEB for 

some of the regions in the baseline study, 

namely Awdal, Woqooyi Galbeed, Toghdeer, 

Sool, Sanaag and Bari Regions. The 

comparison involved calculating the value 

for the specific reference years in each zone 

and then comparing the pastoral MEB value 

by zone (HH6/USD/month) with the Somalia MEB total basket value (HH6/USD/month) by region for the last month 

of each zone’s reference year. The results are shown in summarised form in the table above. Differences in value 

are due to differences in the composition of the baskets (both food and non-food). The pastoral MEB by zone 

reflects livelihood zone characteristics (i.e., food items included and whether water and firewood costs are added 

to the MEB) as well as basic sector standards. Some key points to highlight are: 

1. In the Somalia MEB total basket, adding firewood costs in the northern pastoral zones raises the value of 
the total basket significantly.  

2. The value of education and health in the Somalia MEB is relatively low compared to the pastoral MEB by 
zone and compared to poor and middle household expenditures. It is recommended that these values be 
increased in the Somalia MEB.  

3. The value for soap should also be raised as it is low compared to actual expenditures and compared to 
sector recommendations. 

4. If a livelihood cluster approach is taken, food baskets should be adapted to better reflect the main food 
items consumed in those regions. 

It is recommended that if a MEB by livelihood cluster is thought to be a useful tool in Somalia, field work and 

budgets should allow for discussions at the village level about what items are considered essential for a basic 

standard of wellbeing in those areas. These discussions should be balanced against international and national level 

sector standards as well as by protocols followed by sector clusters working Somalia.   

 

HH 6 / USD / month

LZ Region

Reference Year              

(end month)

Pastoral MEB    

total basket                  

by LZ

Poor HH      

total income

Middle HH      

total income

SO01 Awdal December  2019 154 119 166

SO02 Woqooyi Galbeed March 2019 115 78 95

SO02 Togdheer March 2019 115 78 95

SO06 Sanaag September 2019 150 85 126

SO06 Sool September 2020 150 85 126

SO06 Bari September 2021 150 85 126

HH 6 / USD / month

LZ Region

Reference Year              

(end month)

Somalia MEB        

Total Basket          

by region

Pastoral MEB    

total basket                  

by LZ

SO01 Awdal December  2019 133 154

SO02 Woqooyi Galbeed March 2019 138 115

SO02 Togdheer March 2019 149 115

SO06 Sanaag September 2019 193 150

SO06 Sool September 2020 184 150

SO06 Bari September 2021 154 150
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Programme Implications 

A HEA baseline is the first step to a better understanding of local livelihoods. The baseline analysis shows how 

much food energy and cash are derived from the principal food and income sources in the zone, and what their 

cash income can buy in terms of other basic needs. The analysis also shows the challenge of raising cash from 

alternative income sources locally for those households with few livestock.  Certainly, a pastoral economy in a 

fragile environment requires a fairly large herd. Thus, efforts to both strengthen the health of herds for households 

still firmly planted in the pastoral economy and efforts to support income diversification for those with more 

limited livestock are important steps to food security in these northern pastoral zones. 

Discussions with wealth groups and community leaders about development priorities are summarised in the table 

below with the 5 key priorities highlighted by wealth group.  

 

There emerged a concern to see better education and health services in the three zones, the development of 

water sources, and an investment in diversified livelihood options and support to the pastoral economy.  In sum: 

1.  Education and health services: Improve these services at the village level both in terms of quality (i.e, 
better trained and more specialised doctors) and quanity (more MCH clinics; more local primary and 
secondary schools).  

2. Water development:  Develop water sources by investing in water tanks and by providing clean, good 
quality potable water.  

3. Diversified livelihood options:  Very poor and poor households as well as community leaders identified the 
need to invest in skills training, vocational schools, agricultural development (SO02), fisheries (SO01) and 
small businesses.  Community leaders also highlighted the importance of improving local roads and market 
infrastructure. 

4. Livestock production: Middle and better off households identified the need for improved veterinary 
services and restocking post-drought to support the pastoral economy.  

SO01 SO02 SO06

Very Poor Improve access to clean water Very Poor Increase access to health clinics and MCH care Very Poor Improve health facilities + MCH

Poor Free education + more secondary schools Poor Increase primary and secondary school facilities Poor Increase access to schools

PFHH Increase access to health clinics PFHH Improve access to clean water + water tanks PFHH Improve access to clean water

Improve specialised MCH care Invest in agricultural development Invest in skills training, job creation and IGAs

Provide adult literacy programmes Provide access to business investment Improve shelter and latrines

Middle Improve access to clean water Middle Provide specialised doctors and improve MCH Middle Improve access to clean water

Better off Improve health facilities + MCH Better off Increase access to clean water + water tanks Better off Improve health facilities + MCH

Proivde electricity through solar Build more primary + secondary schools Build more primary + secondary schools 

Improve access to livestock treatments Increase livestock treatment and vaccines Improve sanitation & hygiene facilities (latrines)

Invest in fisheries sector Improve roads Restocking

Leaders Invest in fishing Leaders improve access to potable water Leaders Increase health centres +  MCH clinics

Increase small business opportunities improve health and education services Provide local secondary schools

Invest in market infrastructure invest in farming Install water tanks; develop water sources

Provide vocational training improve road infrastructure Provide vocational training. Invest in business 

Improve roads watershed management Improve livestock treatment and vet services
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 The Guban Pastoral Livelihood Zone (SO01) is 
located in  parts of  Awdal, Sahil and Sanaag 
Regions.3 The Guban is a semi-desert coastal plain 
which runs parallel to the Gulf of Aden for about 
150 miles between Seylac District (Awdal Region)  
and Ceel Afweyn District (Sanaag Region) in the 
east. The Guban plain narrows gradually from 35 
miles in the west to about 4 miles in the east but 
remains low-lying throughout (i.e., less than 100 
meters above sea level). The Guban Pastoral 
Livelihood Zone covers the districts of Zaila, 
Lughaya, Berbera and Ceel Afweyn. It is bordered 
by the much higher Golis mountain range to the 
south. The area is sandy and has a sparse vegetation 
cover. It is characterised by high humidity and high 
temperatures, with temperatures in the summer 
season sometimes rising above 40 degrees 
centigrade. It receives very little rainfall, less than 
100 mm per year. The primary economic activity is 
nomadic pastoralism with camel, goats and sheep 
being the main livestock reared. Goats are currently 
the dominant species amongst the small stock. Sheep were the dominant species approximately 5 years ago but 
due to drought sheep numbers are decreasing whist goat numbers are increasing.    

 
3 Fieldwork for the current profile was undertaken in January 2020. The information presented (including prices) refer to the 
reference year, which was the consumption year covering the period January-December 2019. Provided there are no 
fundamental shifts in the economy, the information is expected to remain valid for approximately 5-10 years (i.e. until 2024-
2030). 
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GUBAN PASTORAL LIVELIHOOD ZONE     March, 2020 

 Summary: This zone covers parts of Awdal, Sahil and Sanaag Regions of Somaliland and is characterised by high 

temperatures and very little rain.  The zone experiences a different pattern of rainfall from the rest of Somaliland due to 

the xays rains that fall between December and February. However, in the recent years, Gu and Deyr rains are becoming 

increasingly common and in the reference year the majority of the zone received both Gu rains 2018 and 2019, and Deyr 

rains in 2019. Camels, goats and sheep are the main livestock in the zone. Households depend largely on market purchase 

and own livestock production for food. However, due to successive years of drought, food aid formed the largest part of 

the annual food energy for most wealth groups in the reference year except the better off. Livestock and livestock product 

sales are the major source of cash income for the middle and better-off households. The two upper wealth groups also 

received unconditional cash transfers from humanitarian agencies in the reference year as well as remittances from 

relatives in urban areas and abroad. Unconditional cash transfers were the major source of cash income for the two lower 

groups including the poor female-headed households. They also engaged in self-employment activities including charcoal 

sales, pole sales and handicrafts. The poor also sold a few shoats and sold some meat. Recurring drought is the main 

hazard of the zone. 

This profile contains additional analysis comparing household income to the Minimum Expenditure Basket (MEB) 

threshold. 

Zone Description 

 

 

Guban Pastoral Zone 

RURAL POPULATION BY DISTRICT & LZ - 2017

Region District LZ

SO01

Awdal Lughaya 81,997    

Awdal Zeila 67,924    

Awdal Baki 4,632      

Awdal Borama 6,375      

Saaxil Berbera 40,579    

TOTALS 201,507  
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Due to successive years of more frequent and severe climatic hazards (especially droughts), households in all wealth 

groups lost most or all of their livestock. Poorest households were the most affected. With the loss of livestock, 

some better off households have fallen into poverty while some middle and poor households have slipped into the 

very poor category. Those households who lost all their livestock have ‘dropped out’ of pastoral production and are 

pursuing alternative livelihood practices including charcoal sales. Many moved to urban centres. However, there is 

a limited number of alternative livelihoods that can be practiced. Thus, many households have become more 

dependent on food and cash aid as well as social support. Climatic hazards have also contributed to increased soil 

degradation and erosion, increased reduction in rainfall and higher temperatures, all of which have negative 

impacts on natural resources. 

 

Somaliland in general has four seasons referred to as gu (April to June), hagaa (July to September), deyr (October 
to December) and jiilaal (January to March). Gu and deyr are usually rainy months and hagaa and jiilaal are dry 
months. However, in the Guban Pastoral livelihood Zone the seasons are different from the rest of Somaliland. The 
zone experiences some rains that are locally referred to as xays. These fall between December and February. The 
remaining part of the year, including the gu season, is dry. However, in recent years, the gu and deyr rains are 
becoming increasingly common. For instance, most of the zone received gu rains 2018, 2019 and 2020. There were 
also deyr rains in 2019.  

 
The Guban is covered with a mantle of stony, sandy alluvium on the coastal plains. Sandy deposits are mixed with 

marine soils. The vegetation is a combination of low bushes and grass clumps which are adapted to the semi-desert 

environment. They consist of halophytes such as Sueda fruticosa (locally referred to as xudhuun), Zygophyllum 

album (local name Dinaas), Lasiurus hirsutus (local name Darif), Acacia tortilis (Qudhac) and Balanites orbiculus 

(kulan) among others. Despite the desert type vegetation, the area affords excellent grazing to camels, goats and 

sheep. 

The Guban terrain is characterized by numerous broad shallow seasonal watercourses that are beds of dry sand 

except in the rainy seasons. The Guban area is mostly dry and water sources are scarce and mostly limited to 

boreholes and shallow wells both in the wet and dry season. Because of this, households from all wealth groups 

had to pay for water for human use in the reference year, a practice that is common in other years as well. The 

poor, middle and better off households who own a considerable number of livestock also paid for water for 

livestock.  

Natural resources in the Guban area include fish and salt at the 

coastal areas which are exploited by a few people in some villages 

and game which is not exploited at all.  

Despite years of successive droughts and livestock diseases that 

significantly reduced livestock holdings, pastoralism is still the key 

livelihood activity in this zone especially for the wealthier 

households. Livestock reared include camels, goats and sheep 

which are all free grazed. Camels feed on grass and browse, goats 

feed on grass, browse and grain and sheep feed on grass and 

grain. Men and boys look after camels, and small stock are mostly 

looked after by women, girls and young children.  Camels are the 

most valuable animals as they can be sold to generate income, 

provide milk and are also used as pack animals.  Over the course 

of the reference year, herds typically grew, reflecting post-

drought recovery. The two tables at left show the herd dynamics 

of camels and goats (for poor, middle and better-off) to illustrate 

change over the year. The base number 100 is used for 

comparability purposes across wealth groups and livestock types. 

Camels - Jan-Dec 2019 Poor Middle Better-off

Start ref yr total 100 100 100

Adult females 50 50 50

No. born 33 40 36

No. sold 0 10 11

No. slaughtered 0 0 0

No. died 0 0 0

No bought 0 0 0

End ref yr total 133 130 123

Goats - Jan-Dec 2019 Poor Middle Better-off

Start ref yr total 100 100 100

Adult females 53 57 57

No. born 67 63 60

No. sold 33 33 23

No. slaughtered 7 8 8

No. died 7 3 8

No bought 0 0 0

End ref yr total 120 121 122
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Birth rates were higher for goats than camels, but offtake is higher too thus overall herd growth was slightly lower 

for goats than camels.  The overall upward trend was a positive sign of herd recovery. 

The previous 3 years were characterised by severe drought that reduced the number of camels in heat and thus 

conception and births. Hence, there was little to no milk in those 3 years. The effects of drought lingered in the 

reference year. For instance, camels are normally milked for at least 12 months from the time they give birth but 

in the reference year camels were milked for between 6-7 months only. Average milk production in the reference 

year was 3 liters per animal per day in the wet season and 1 liter per animal per day in the dry season. Goats were 

milked for 2-3 months during the whole refence year and sheep milked for only 2 months. Average milk production 

for goats was 0.5 liter per animal per day and for sheep 0.25 liter per animal per day. In the reference year, all 

livestock were milked. Moreover, all livestock were sold in the reference year to generate income. Wealthier groups 

typically sold camels and shoats whereas the poorer groups only sold a few shoats. 

Normal livestock migration routes are limited to within the Guban livelihood zone if the xays have been normal. In 

addition, livestock are typically moved from Guban to the neighboring zone of West Golis Pastoral during the 

months when the Guban is dry but other parts of Somaliland (such as West Golis) are wet due to the difference in 

rainfall patterns.  There is also in-coming migration from other pastoral communities from further south in 

Somaliland. During bad years, livestock move to Ogo, Haud and as far as Ethiopia. Family members move with 

livestock especially men and boys. In some cases, whole households move with livestock. 

Service coverage at the village level is fair to weak. There are primary schools in most villages of fair quality, but 

village based MCH clinics tend to be poor unless operated by humanitarian agencies. Some settlements are served 

by mobile health teams. Mobile phone coverage is widespread in the zone, with network quality being good. There 

are no formal savings and credit facilities, so food loans are organised through local traders and shops. There is no 

electricity at the village level and local sanitation is poor as it involves open air defection affecting all wealth groups. 

The exception is a few better off households in the villages who have access to shared latrines.  

The main hazards affecting the zone are drought, livestock diseases and environmental degradation. The zone 

experienced successive droughts for 3 years between 2015 to 2017 exacerbated by livestock diseases. The 

cumulative effect was a decrease in herd sizes, poor livestock body conditions, low livestock market prices and 

decreased livestock production. The most common livestock diseases are foot and mouth (FMD) which affects all 

livestock; contagious caprine pleuro-pneumonia (CBPP) and peste des petits ruminants (PPR) which affects goats; 

and respiratory diseases affecting camels.  

 

The main road through the zone is the Borama to Djibouti road. Other important roads that pass through or that 
connect to the zone include: the Dawga Cad road which connects Hargeisa to Bulaxarr and Djibouti; the road 
connecting Hargeisa to Bulaxaar via the main tarmac road through Dacarbudhuq; the road connecting the zone to 
Berbera including the main tarmac road that connects Hargeisa to Berbera; and other roads which run in the east 

part of the zone. The zone is also served by dirt roads that are in bad state but fairly accessible during the dry 
season. However, in the wet season accessibility is poor making transport challenging.  
 
Trade in livestock and livestock products are the fundamental economic activities for the communities living in the 

Guban Pastoral livelihood zone. Export quality shoats and camels are the species traded. In the reference year, local 

livestock sales and milk sales from all species including camels were not common. 

Primary livestock markets include Berbera, Hargeisa and Burao. Other local markets include Zeylac, Lowyacado, 

Lughaya, Laasciidle and Ceel Afweyn. Livestock can be sold at any time of the year; however, the peak is between 

May and October which also coincides with the dry gu-hagaa season as well as the ‘hunger period’ when access to 

milk is limited. Djibouti is still a major livestock export hub for the western part of the zone. 

Markets 

 

Markets 
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During the reference year, prices for local quality camels 

(illustrated by the solid black line in the graph at left), were 

slightly higher than previous years except in 2017 when the 

extended drought of 2015-2017 led to a low supply of 

livestock and high prices. The price trends in 2019 showed 

a distinct low point in May-June with prices peaking in 

November-December.  

In terms of food trade, the main food commodities 

consumed in the zone include rice and wheat flour. There 

is no agriculture in this zone, thus, all cereals and non-

staple food items are purchased.  Rice and wheat flour 

mostly come from Berbera, Hargeisa,  Borama and Burao. . 

These foodstuffs are imported from outside Somaliland. 

Some of the staple food also comes from Djibouti 

especially for those areas near the border. Households in 

the livelihood zone purchase cereals and non-staples in 

large quantities mostly in 25kg sacks and therefore they 

source these commodities directly from the cities of 

Berbera, Hargeisa, Borama and Djibouti. There are vehicles 

that ply the livelihood zone from the cities and thus most 

households source and pay for the commodities to be 

transported to them directly from the source areas. Price 

trends in the reference year (illustrated in the table above) 

show peak prices at the start of the reference year and 

then a decline during the year. Rice prices on the whole rose during the drought years reaching a high level in 

2018.  

Household income in the Guban Pastoral Livelihood Zone is derived primarily from the trade of animals and milk. 

However, in the reference year, milk sales were not typical due to the lingering effects of drought. Other income 

sources include self-employment activities such as sale of charcoal and firewood, building pole sales, construction 

labour and handicrafts especially for poorer households who don’t have much livestock to sell. Remittances was 

also an income source especially for the wealthier households.  

The Guban Livelihood Zone, just like most parts of Somaliland, experienced a protracted 3-year drought 

exacerbated by livestock diseases and a cyclone in May 2018 that led to a significant loss of livestock. As a result, 

agencies offered food and cash assistance to help households cope with the hazards. Of importance was the 

unconditional cash transfer that was a vital income source for all households especially the poorer ones. 

 

The baseline assessment refers to a very specific twelve-month period called the reference year. Normally, the 

reference year begins at the start of the main rains for pastoralists and for agriculturalists at the start of the main 

staple harvest which marks the end of the lean period. All information described in this report including prices, 

income, expenditure, and foods consumed relate to the specific twelve-month period 01 January 2019 to 31 

December 2019. 4 

 
4 In HEA, a reference year is the 12-month period to which the data applies. In agricultural areas, the reference year starts at the 
start of the harvest of the main crop which marks the end of the annual “hunger season’ whereas in the pastoral areas the 
reference year begins at the start of the main rainy season when pasture availability and animal body conditions improve and 

Timeline and Reference Year 
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The reference year was an average year in terms of food security due to the unusual arrival of (average) gu and 

deyr rains. This meant that there was good pasture for livestock, good livestock body conditions, good milk 

production and good livestock markets. The zone normally receives xays rains (and not gu and deyr) but this was 

not the case in 2019. Nonetheless, there was still a lot of food and cash aid in the reference year as a recovery 

mechanism for households affected by the extended drought of 2015-2017 and the Sagar cyclone of May 2018.  

During community leader interviews, informants were asked to rank the last five years in terms of seasonal 

performance with ‘1’ indicating a poor season and ‘5’ an excellent season. The table below summarizes the 

response of the community leaders.  

 

Consumption 

Year Season Rank Critical Events Response 

2019 Deyr 3.5 

Average rainfall, good pasture availability, 

average to good milk production, good 

livestock body conditions, low livestock 

diseases 

 

2019 Gu 2 

Poor rainfall, poor pasture availability, low 

milk production, animal diseases and 

deaths, poor terms of trade  

Livestock migration, 

migration, cash transfers, 

food aid 

2018 Deyr 2 

Poor to no rainfall, poor pasture 

availability, low milk production, animal 

diseases and deaths, poor livestock market 

Livestock migration, human 

migration, humanitarian aid  

2018 Gu 2 

Heavy rainfall and storm/cyclone, floods, 

livestock deaths, human deaths, low milk 

production, average pasture availability 

Humanitarian cash aid, food 

aid, migration 

2017 Deyr 1 

Drought, no pasture availability, no milk 

production, livestock diseases, livestock 

deaths, poor livestock market 

Migration to Ethiopia, 

livestock migration, water 

trucking, supplementary 

animal fodder and 

treatment, humanitarian aid 

2017 Gu 1 

Drought, no pasture availability, no milk 

production, livestock diseases, livestock 

deaths, poor livestock market  

Humanitarian aid, water 

trucking, camel migration, 

human migration, livestock 

treatment 

2016 Deyr 1 

Drought, no pasture availability, no milk 

production, livestock diseases, livestock 

deaths, poor livestock market, 

malnutrition 

Livestock migration, human 

migration, humanitarian aid 

 
milk availability is also good. Improved milk availability marks the end of the annual hunger period for the pastoral communities. 
The reference year should be a recent relatively average year to enable the communities to easily recall the events in that year. 
In terms of selection of the appropriate reference year, a timeline is done looking back at the last five years and looking at how 
the different seasons performed and their impact on household food security as well as livelihood security. In the case of Guban 
Pastoral Livelihood zone, looking at the rainfall performance in the last 5 years between 2015 and 2019. The gu of 2018 and 2019 
and the deyr of 2019 performed well compared to the other years. Guban has a different rainfall pattern and usually experiences 
the xays rains between December and February but this has been changing in the last 5 years and now the zone experiences 
more unusual gu and deyr patterns as was the case in 2018 and 2019. As 2019 was a more complete recent year with a good gu 
and deyr seasons, it was selected as the reference year despite the xays not performing well.  
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2016 Gu 1 

Drought, no/low pasture availability, no 

milk production, livestock diseases, 

livestock deaths, poor livestock market  

Livestock migration 

2015 Deyr 1 

Drought, no/low pasture availability, 

no/low milk production, livestock diseases, 

livestock deaths, low livestock 

market/prices  

Livestock migration, 

migration, cutting tree 

leaves for shoats, 

humanitarian aid 

2015 Gu 1.5 

Drought, no/low pasture availability, 

no/low milk production, livestock diseases, 

livestock deaths, low livestock 

market/prices  

Livestock migration, human 

migration, humanitarian aid 

 

 

There are two main seasons in the Guban Pastoral zone. The jilaal season (December to May) which although is 

commonly a dry season in the rest of the country in this zone it is the season that receives the xays rains (between 

December and February). The gu/hagaa dry season follows from June to November. The xays are the only rains 

received in the Guban area. However, in the recent years, the gu and deyr rains are becoming increasingly common. 

This was the case in the reference year when the zone received unusual rains during the gu and deyr seasons.  

Pasture availability and grazing conditions improve with the xays rains and for a short period, it attracts pastoral 

communities from outside the area where the jilaal season is completely dry.  

Seasonal Calendar 
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Livestock production follows the seasons as water and pasture availability is crucial in determining the outcome of 

reproductive cycles and milk yields. During the 3-year drought, there was little to no conception and births and thus 

little to no milk. However, following the heavy rains during the Sagar cyclone and good pasture and water 

availability afterwards, livestock - especially camels - were able to conceive and then give birth in the reference 

year. This led to good milk availability.  

The Guban Pastoral zone is a primary migratory area for livestock from other areas of Somaliland. However, once 

the benefits of the xays rains are no longer visible and the zone becomes dry, pastoral communities from the Guban 

plain migrate outside of the zone in search of water and pasture.  During the long seasons with very little rainfall, 

all livestock move towards the south to the areas of Ogo, Haud and even further across into Ethiopia. During the 

xays rains, migration into the livelihood zone occurs from pastoral communities in other parts of Somaliland. The 

in-migration puts pressure on the local pasture leading to overgrazing.   

Camels can be milked throughout the year. However, in the reference year camels were only milked for 6-7 months. 

Average milk production per animal per day in the months with good water and pasture availability was 3 liters but 

went down to 1 liter per day in other months. Goats and sheep only produce milk in meaningful quantities during 

the wet season. Goats were milked for 2-3 months and sheep for only 2 months. Average milk production per 

animal per day was 0.5 liter and 0.25 liter for goats and sheep respectively. 

Livestock sales peak between May and October. The main Islamic celebrations fall within this time and there is huge 

demand for livestock.   Also, livestock sales occur during the dry gu-hagaa season as well as the ‘hunger period’ 

where access to milk is limited and cash is needed. 

The most difficult time of the year is the hagaa season (June to August). This is the hottest period of the year with 

temperatures going above 40 degrees centigrade. Animal conditions and production is at its lowest. It is a period 

when taking food on loans become more common especially among poorer households. Food prices at this time 

are also at their highest. 

 

In this zone, households can be categorized into four broad wealth groups. The table below summarizes the key 

characteristics and productive assets of the four main wealth groups, including the percentage breakdown that 

they constitute in the zone. The yellow bars indicate the percent of female-headed households within each group. 

A separate set of productive assets figures is provided for poor female-headed households on the right side of the 

table.  

The main determinant of wealth in this livelihood zone is the size and composition of livestock owned. The more 

animals a household owns, the greater their access to food and cash income. Camels are the most valuable animals 

as they provide milk for most part of the year and fetch a higher market price compared to the price of shoats. 

However, the volumes of trade in small stock are higher.  

Poorer households in the Guban Pastoral Livelihood Zone are characterized by extremely low livestock holdings. 

Very poor households own no camels and only 5 goats and 0-1 donkey. Asset holdings increase with wealth. For 

instance, in terms of camel holdings, at the start of the reference year, poor female-headed households owned 2 

camels; poor male-headed households owned 3 camels; middle households had 10 camels and the better off owned 

22 camels. It was a similar pattern with goats, sheep and pack animals (see asset table above). The main constraints 

to livestock production in this zone are drought and livestock diseases. Recurrent drought leads to shortages of 

pasture and water. Land is communally owned and there is plenty of land for grazing.  

Wealth Breakdown and Productive Assets 
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In this zone, livestock ownership is by household 

though it is men who make decisions about the 

herd. In terms of looking after livestock, men and 

boys look after camels whereas shoats are mainly 

herded by women, girls and young children. 

Livestock selling is mostly done by men and milk 

sales mostly done by women.  

Female-headed households make up a portion of all 

wealth groups with higher proportions found in the 

lower two wealth groups. During field work, in 

depth interviews were conducted with poor female-

headed households. This is a group that has similar 

characteristics to poor male-headed households 

and faces similar constraints but are disadvantaged 

by lack of enough males to work. Poor female-

headed households have a similar asset profile to 

poor male-headed households although they have 

slightly fewer camels, goats, sheep and cellphones.  

The poor and very poor make up the largest wealth 

groups in the zone, with around 37% and 29% of the 

households respectively. Middle households are the 

next largest wealth group comprising 24% whereas 

the better off is the smallest group comprising 

around 10% only.  

When we compare the new baselines (Jan/Dec 2019) 

with the old baselines (Jan/Dec 2013) there are several 

points to note. First, there has been a change in the 

proportion of households in each wealth group. In the 

current baseline there are 4 main wealth groups, very 

poor (25%-30%); poor (29%-40%); middle (29%-30%) 

and better off (4%-16%). In the previous baseline, there 

were 3 wealth groups only: poor (20%-30%); middle 

(45%-55%) and better-off (15%-25%). Of importance is 

to note how in the current baselines, very poor/poor 

households now comprise the largest wealth group whereas in the past baselines, it was the middle group.  

Second, household sizes have changed slightly. Middle household sizes were 7-9 but are now 6-8. Moreover, , 

better-off households were previously 9-11 members but are currently 7-9.  

Third, there have been changes in livestock holdings. In particular, shoat holdings decreased over the past 6 years. 

In the table at left, the goat herds of the better-off and middle households showed a very marked downward trend. 

Overall, the range in shoat holdings in the current baseline is also greater than previously, meaning that some 

households were very severely affected by the extended drought. The decline in shoat holdings from 2013 to 2019 

points to the cumulative effect of multiple drought years (2015-2017) on small-stock numbers. By contrast, camel 

holdings slightly increased in the 2019 baseline year compared to the previous baseline of 2013. The table above 

shows the change in average herd sizes between the two baseline years. The increase in camel herds sizes points 

to the resiliency of camels during extended droughts. In short, camels typically survive extreme drought periods 

better than small stock. However, the range in camel holdings within each wealth group is greater now than before. 

This suggests that whilst average camel holdings increased overall not all households fared well and within each 

wealth group there were households who lost many camels from death or crisis sales.   

Herd size 
end of ref yr 

Poor Middle Better-off 

2019 10-34 goats 

0-13 sheep 

0-7 camels 

13-53 goats 

6-24 sheep 

6-19 camels 

46-77 goats 

20-35 sheep 

21-40 camels 

2013 20-30 goats 

10-15 sheep 

3-5 camels 

35-55 goats 

15-25 sheep 

7-10 camels 

60-100 goats 

25-35 sheep 

20-30 camels 

Very poor 

 Poor            

male-         

headed Middle Better off 

Poor             

female-

headed

Camels 0 3 10 22 2

Camel pack animals 0 0.5 2 3 0

Goats 5 15 30 53 14

Sheep 0 4 14 25 3

Donkeys 0.5 1.5 2 3 1

Phones 1.5 2 1 3 3

HH size 7 7 7 7 8

Number of wives 1 1 1 1 1

Students - primary 2 2 2 2 2

Students - secondary 0 0 0 0 0

Income sources - #1 cash transfers cash transfers livestock sales livestock sales cash transfers

Income sources - #2 charcoal sales livestock sales cash transfers meat sales livestock sales

Income sources - #3 livestock sales charcoal sales remittances remittances meat sales
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The graph above summarizes the sources of food, quantified as kilocalories, for households in different wealth 

groups in the livelihood zone for the period January 2019 to December 2019. January represents the start of the 

consumption year since it is when there is plenty of pasture and water from the December-February xays rains. By 

January, it is expected that milk production will be good thereby marking the end of the hunger period. Food is 

presented as a percentage of 2100 kcal per person per day for the 12-month period.  

There are two main food sources in this pastoral livelihood zone: own livestock production (milk and meat) and 

market purchases. Normally, market purchases of cereals (rice, wheat flour and pasta), oil and sugar provide most 

of the energy requirements for all wealth groups in the zone. However, in the reference year, this pattern was only 

typical for the better-off and to a lesser extent, middle households. To illustrate, 67% of the annual food needs of 

better-off households came from market purchases; for middle households, it was 42%, for poor male-headed and 

poor female-headed households, it was 37% and 36% respectively; and finally, for the very poor households, only 

32% of their annual food requirements came from market purchases. From milk production, the better off secured 

45% of their annual food energy; middle households secured 26%, poor male-headed and poor female-headed 

households each secured 8%; and very poor households consumed a paltry 1% of annual food energy from 

milk/meat production. The better off and middle household were able to produce much larger quantities of milk 

than the poorer wealth groups because they have larger herds and therefore more milking animals. Camels are 

important because they produce large quantities of milk: 3 liters of milk per animal per day in the wet season and 

1 liter per animal per day in the dry season for a total of 6-7 months in the reference year. Better off households 

had 8 milking camels, middle households had 4 and poor male-headed and poor female-headed households had 1 

each. The very poor households did not have any milking camels.   Goats were milked for between 2-3 months in 

the whole refence year producing 0.5 liter per animal per day and sheep milked for only 2 months   producing 0.25 

liter per animal per day.  

Sources of Food 
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In the graph, food access is expressed as a percentage of minimum food requirements, taken as an average food 

energy intake of 2100 kcals per person per day for the January-December 2019 reference year.   
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 Apart from the better-off households, all other households including the middle wealth group had a significant 

amount of their annual food energy requirements coming from relief. In the reference year, the livelihood zone 

was still under a large relief distribution programme (food and cash) which benefited all wealth groups especially 

poorer households. Although almost all households received food aid, its overall contribution to household needs 

decreased with wealth. Distributed food included rice, wheat, pasta, pulses, cooking oil and sugar.  Very poor 

households had 62% of their annual food energy requirements met from relief. Poor male-headed and poor female-

headed households met 55% of their annual food from relief. Middle households met 43% from relief. This was 

almost equal to market purchase (42% of their annual food energy needs). The better off households had the least 

amount of annual food energy requirements coming from relief at only 6%. Normally, a reference year should be a 

year with very little, if any, relief but in this case the reference was exceptional in that 2019 was a ‘better’ year as 

indicated by the community and by key informants and yet relief distribution remained high as a recovery measure 

from the 2015-2017 droughts, the 2018 Sagar cyclone, livestock 

diseases, livestock losses and low/no milk production. 2018 was 

‘better’ compared to the previous 3 years in terms of pasture and 

water availability from the heavy rainfall during the Sagar 

however the cyclone itself had caused huge livestock losses and 

human deaths. Also, the remaining livestock (camels) only 

conceived after the Sagar and gave birth in the reference year 

thus ensuring milk availability in 2019. 

Poor female-headed households and poor male-headed 

households had a similar pattern of food access in the reference 

year (see graph next page). Both types of households owned an 

almost similar number and type of livestock including a similar 

number and type of milking animals and subsequently both 

received 4% and 3% of their minimum food needs from own 

camel and goat milk respectively. In addition, both household 

types received 1% of their minimum food needs from zakat/gifts. 

They also both purchased similar cereals, that is rice, wheat flour 

and pasta, which met 23% and 21% of their minimum annual food 

needs. Finally, poor female-headed just like the male-headed households received humanitarian assistance in the 

reference year, both in food and cash. Food aid contributed 55% and 56% of the poor male headed households’ 

and poor female headed households’ annual 

minimum food needs respectively in the 2019 

reference year. 

When we compare the new HEA baseline 

(reference year 2019) with the old HEA baseline 

(reference year 2013), there are several changes. 

First, in the reference year market purchases of 

cereals, oil, and sugar provided majority of the 

energy requirements for the 3 wealth groups of 

poor, middle and better-off in the livelihood zone 

– 75% and 95% annual minimum food needs 

respectively (see graph of food sources by wealth 

group in 2013 below). In the new baselines, 

market purchase only contributed between 32% 

and 62% for all wealth groups. For the most part, 

this was due to the high quantities of relief aid 

The graph shows sources of food for poor female-

headed and poor male-headed households. 

Food Sources by wealth group Guban Pastoral 2013 FSNAU 
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received by most households.5 Moreover, for better-off households, milk and meat from own livestock production 

rose from only around 30% of annual food needs in the old baseline to about 45% in the current assessment.  This 

may reflect their smaller household size and slightly higher camel holdings in the 2019 reference year.  

Second, in the new baseline no wealth group consumed wild fruits to supplement their annual food requirements 

however, in the old HEA baseline poor households consumed wild fruits at certain points of the year to supplement 

their food needs. The main type of fruit consumed in the old baseline was kullan fruits or balanites aegytiaca. 

 

All information in this section relates to the 2019 reference year. The US dollar (USD) to Somaliland Shilling (SLSH) 
rate during the reference year was USD 1 = SLSH 8770.5 (source: FSNAU).  

Middle and better off households derived most of their annual cash income by selling livestock and livestock 
products supplemented by unconditional cash transfers from external sources. Livestock sales accounted for SLSH 
6,875,000 or 48% of the middle wealth group annual cash income and SLSH 12,350,000 or 57% of the better off 
annual income in the reference year. Livestock product sales contributed SLSH 1,800,000 or 13% of the middle 
households’ annual cash income and SLSH 4,275,000 or 20% of the better off households’ annual cash income. The 
most common livestock product sold was meat with the better off selling camel meat and the middle households 
as well as all other wealth groups selling shoat meat. Milk sales was not common in the reference year. For the 
middle and better off households, unconditional cash transfers accounted for only 25% and 12% of their annual 
cash income respectively. These two wealth groups also benefited from remittances at SLSH 2,050,000 and SLSH 
2,500,000 for the middle and better off respectively. 

For the other wealth groups, unconditional cash transfers formed the bulk of their annual cash income. The very 

poor and poor male-headed households received SLSH 5,400,000 in cash transfers which comprised 75% and 60% 

of their annual cash income respectively. Poor female-headed households received SLSH 4,800,000 in cash transfers 

which amounted to 72% of their annual income. Livestock sales contributed a mere SLSH 300,000 or 4% of the very 

poor wealth group income; 1,750,000 or 19% of the poor male-headed households and 1,025,000 or 15% of the 

 
5  In the old baseline, food aid was received by the poor wealth group only. They received 50 kg of cereal and 25 kg of pulses per 
household just once during the reference year. This contributed to 9% of their annual food energy requirement. 

Sources of Cash Income 

 

The graph provides a breakdown of total annual cash income by wealth group in Somaliland Shillings (SLSH) according 

to income source. 
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poor female-headed households. Livestock product sales contributed between 1% and 7% of the total annual cash 

income for very poor and poor households. These households only sold shoats and shoat meat.  

Other cash income source for the very poor and poor households in the reference year were self-employment 

activities including firewood and charcoal sales, building pole sales and handicrafts. Combined, these activities 

accounted for SLSH 1,397,500 or 20%, SLSH 1,290,000 or 14% and SLSH 200,000 or 3% of the very poor, poor male-

headed and poor female-headed households annual cash income respectively. 

The table below presents the range of annual incomes recorded for the four wealth groups. 

 

 Very Poor Poor Poor FHH Middle Better Off 

Annual cash 
income in SLSH 

~5,522,000   

- 11,500,000 

~4,743,000  

– 16,773,000 

~3,835,000  

– 9,618,000 

~12,540,000 

 – 19,532,000 

~15,900,000 

 – 38,311,500 

USD equivalent ~630 – 1,311 ~541 – 1,908 ~437 – 1,907 ~1,430 – 2,227 ~1,813- 4,368 

USD pppd 0.25 – 0.51 0.21 – 0.75 0.17 – 0.53 0.56 – 0.87  ~ 0.71 – 1.71 

 

In terms of cash income, poor male-headed and poor female-

headed had similar sources of income (see graph at right). 

However, poor male-headed earned SLSH 2,355,000 or 35% more 

than the poor female-headed households. Poor male-headed 

households earned more income primarily from self-employment. 

Self-employment, that is, firewood/charcoal sales, building pole 

sales and construction work, together accounted for SLSH 

1,290,000 or 14% and SLSH 200,000 or 3% of the poor male-headed 

and poor female-headed households total annual cash income 

respectively. Poor male-headed households earned more cash from 

firewood/charcoal sales, construction work and building pole sales 

compared to poor female-headed households whose self-

employment income came from firewood/charcoal sales only. Poor 

male-headed households have the advantage of having one or 

more males in the household. This additional labour translates in 

more income compared to poor female-headed households who 

rarely have a male (s) in the household to help earn some cash. The 

females in these households not only have a responsibility of 

earning an income for the family but also must take care of all the other household needs. 

When we compare the new 2019 HEA baseline with the old 2013 HEA baseline there are several changes to note. 

First, instead of milk sales as the main livestock product sold as in the old baseline, meat was sold in the current 

one. Having come from 3 years of successive drought, most households did not have enough milk to sell and thus 

consumed it all instead. A few households sold milk, but it was not typical. 

Second, the lower wealth groups received most of their cash income in the form of unconditional cash transfers 

which is different from the old baseline where most of their income came from sale of livestock and livestock 

products (milk). 

Sources of cash income for poor female-headed 

and poor male-headed households. 
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Third, in terms of the livestock sold, in the new 

baseline, poor household sold on average 6 

shoats mostly in export markets whereas in 

the old baseline poor households sold 8 

animals on average both in local and export 

markets as well as a camel. In fact, a general 

finding was that whereas in the new baselines, 

livestock were mainly sold in export markets, in 

the old baselines, shoats and camels were sold 

both in local and export markets.  

Fourth, in terms of the overall annual incomes 

earned by the different wealth groups from 

different sources, there was a general increase. 

In part, this reflects general inflation but in part 

it may reflect the positive impact on income of 

relief distribution in the 2019 reference year.  In the new baselines, for instance, poor male-headed households 

had an estimated income of SLSH 9,040,000 compared with the old baseline where the poor had a total estimated 

annual income of SLSH 8,340,000. Finally, in the old HEA baseline poor households had access to credit/loans and 

cash gifts amounting to SLSH 1,500,000 however in the new baselines no wealth group had access to credit/cash 

loans and cash gifts. Instead, households had access to food loans in the reference year as well as in the previous 

few years.  

All information in this section relates to the specific twelve-month period from January 2019 to December 2019 

(the reference year). While absolute expenditure increases with wealth group in line with total cash income, the 

expenditure breakdown by percent in the graph above demonstrates how much expenditure was spent on different 

categories. 

The staple foods category includes the purchase of the main staple, in this case, rice as well as wheat flour and 

pasta. The category non-staples include the purchase of supplementary food items which in this zone meant sugar, 

Expenditure Patterns 
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The graph provides a breakdown by wealth group of total annual cash expenditure according to category 

of expenditure. The ‘other’ category includes qaat, transport, airtime and gifts. 

 

Cash income by wealth group, Guban pastoral 2013, FSNAU 
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cooking oil and vegetables. In summary rice, wheat flour, pasta, sugar, cooking oil and vegetables were the only 

food items purchased in the zone. 

The category “HH Items” (household items) includes the purchase of non-nutritious food items such as tea, salt, 

spices and condiments as well as essential household goods such as soap, lighting accessories, cooking utensils, 

blankets/sleeping mats, wash basins, jerrycans, and pain relievers. There is expenditure on water in this zone for 

both human and animal consumption. Productive inputs include animal drugs. 

Social services include expenditures on education and health. In terms of health spending, in this zone, there are 

health centers and MCHs in some villages and households without a health center in their village can go to a village 

that has one. The services in health centers are free of charge. Household spending on health is therefore mostly 

on transport to the facilities or on purchase of drugs from outside the clinics.   

The clothing category includes clothes as well as shoes, for festivals and non-festivals, but not including uniforms 

which fall under the education category. The ‘other’ category includes expenditure on qaat/tobacco, food loan 

repayments and mobile airtime expenditures. 

VP - For very poor households, approximately 44% of total annual expenditures was on staple and non-staple food 

purchase with staple food expenditure at 26%. Food spending was proportionately the largest expenditure category 

notwithstanding the relief assistance which alone met 62% of the annual food energy of the very poor. One 

important effect of relief aid was that it allowed some income to be switched from food to other expenses such as 

household items which accounted for 15% of the annual expenditure. Purchased household items included small 

amounts of tea, salt, soap, torch and batteries and jerry cans. Expenditure on water for human use accounted for 

6% of the annual expenditure. Very poor households did not spend any money on water for livestock. Significantly, 

the very poor households had the highest expenditure on education than any other wealth group.  They are more 

settled after losing most their livestock which means that their children go to school and education has thus become 

a priority. Expenditure on social services in sum accounted for about 13% of the annual expenses with education 

constituting the largest proportion of 11% and health a paltry 2%.  Expenditure on other items (such as qaat and 

cell phone airtime) accounted for SLSH 1,126,000 or 16% of the total annual expenditure.  

P - Poor households spent slightly more on the purchase of staple and non-staple foods, approximately SLSH 

3,509,000 compared to very poor SLSH 3,132,500. Proportionally food expenses represent 39% of their total annual 

expenditure whereas the very poor expenditure is 44%. Expenditure on household items accounted for 18% of the 

total annual expenditure with the poor households purchasing the same items as their very poor counterparts. 

Expenditure on water accounted for SLSH 752,000 compared to the very poor households’ expenditure of SLSH 

432,000. Poor households also spent money on water for livestock consumption in addition to water for humans. 

Social services expenditure was 10% of the total annual expenditure with education taking the largest proportion 

(8%); health spending was only 2%.  Expenditure on other items amounted to approximately SLSH 1,507,000 or 17% 

of the total annual expenditure. Poor households also purchased livestock drugs at approximately SLSH 50,000 

during the year. 

PFHH – The PFHH expenditure on staple and non-staple foods was approximately SLSH 3,584,500 or 54% of their 

total annual expenditure. In terms of the actual cash spent, this amount was similar to what the poor male-headed 

households spent on food items but proportionally it was different. Household items expenditure accounted for 

SLSH 975,000 or 15% of their annual income. Water, social services and clothing expenditures accounted for 8%, 

12% and 8% respectively of the total cash spending. Expenditure on other items was SLSH 277,000 on food loan 

repayments and mobile airtime time only. Notably, poor-female households did not spend any money on qaat. 

Compared to poor male-headed households, the main differences were that poor male-headed households spent 

money on water for animals and animal drugs. They also spent money on qaat.  Poor female-headed households 

had no expenses on these items. By contrast, they spent more than the poor male-headed households on cooking 

oil and vegetables. Overall, poor male-headed households spent more than the poor female-headed households 

by SLSH 2,355,300 or 35%, a figure equal to the difference in cash income between the two households.  
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M & BO – As can be seen in the graph on the previous page, the patterns of expenditure for middle and better off 

households were significantly different to poorer households. Middle and better-off households spend SLSH 

4,221,000 or 30% and 7,260,000 or 34% respectively of their total annual expenditure on staple and non-staple 

foods with the better-off spending more compared to the middle as the former received significantly less food aid. 

Expenditure on household items accounted for 20% of the middle and 16% of the better-off total annual 

expenditures. The middle spent their money on tea, salt, soap, spices and condiments, lighting source (mostly torch 

and batteries), jerry cans and pain relievers. The better-off spend on tea, salt, soap, spices and condiments, utensils, 

blankets/sleeping mats, lighting source (mostly solar), jerry cans, wash basins and pain relievers. Expenditure on 

water both for human and livestock consumption accounted for SLSH 1,187,200 or 8% and SLSH 1,529,600 or 7% 

of the total annual expenditure for middle and better-off households respectively. For the 2 wealth groups, 

expenditure on water for animal consumption was higher than expenditure on water for human consumption. A 

total of SLSH 640,000 and SLSH 800,000 was spent on water for animals by middle and better-off households 

respectively compared to SLSH 547,200 and SLSH729,600 respectively spent on water for humans. The wealthier 

groups have more livestock thus spend more on water for livestock. Apart from water for livestock the wealthier 

households also spent a considerable amount of income on livestock drugs/treatment. Livestock diseases are 

rampant in this zone and households must treat their livestock or risk losing all of them to diseases. Middle 

households spent SLSH 150,000 or 1% of their total annual income on livestock drugs and the better-off spent SLSH 

800,000 or 4% of their annual income. Social services and clothing accounted for SLSH 930,000 and SLSH 960,000 

respectively for middle households and SLSH 1,180,000 and 2,000,000 respectively for better-off households. 

Wealthier wealth groups who are more nomadic have few or no children going to school. The middle and better-

off also spent more on other items. Middle households spent approximately SLSH 4,230,000 or 30% of the total 

annual expenditure and better-off SLSH 4,803,000 or 23% of their annual expenditure. Most of the ‘other items’ 

expenditure by middle and better-off households was spent on qaat.   

 

The main hazards affecting the pastoral economy in the Guban Livelihood Zone are discussed below. 

Drought – This is the main hazard affecting the zone every year causing serious economic losses. All wealth groups 

suffer during drought. With drought there is insufficient water and pasture, livestock are weakened and die, and as 

body conditions worsen their market value is also reduced significantly.  The result is that pastoralists lose their 

main source of cash income and food. Milk production is reduced and sometimes completely unavailable especially 

when recurrent droughts occur over multiple years. In addition to drought conditions, strong winds during the 

hagaa season and high temperatures rising above 45 degrees Celsius cause early drying up of pasture and 

contribute to accelerated sand dune movements that eventually cover up remaining vegetation. 

Livestock diseases – This is also a chronic problem. The most common livestock diseases are foot and mouth (FMD) 

affecting all livestock; contagious caprine pleuro-pneumonia (CCPP) and peste des petits ruminants (PPR) affecting 

goats. Camels suffer from respiratory diseases.  

Environmental degradation – Human disturbance in the form of deforestation and livestock overgrazing has been 

on the increase in the coastal areas during the past several decades due to a general population increase and to an 

increase in demand for charcoal and firewood. The serious overgrazing and recurrent drought and lack of proper 

rangeland management has resulted in depletion of biodiversity.  

Households implement a number of coping strategies as responses to hazards. These include: 

Very poor and poor households 

Labour migration – It is uncommon for households in the livelihood zone to go looking for labor opportunities but 

in an extremely bad season, a member of the household can migrate to urban areas in search of work. 

Hazards & Response Strategies 
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Seek social support/external assistance – In a bad year, very poor and poor households seek social support locally 

including gifts and loans from family/relatives as well as external humanitarian assistance. 

Increased charcoal sales – Households increase the sale of charcoal in bad years. Charcoal is a major source of fuel 

for cooking and an important source of income in both good years and bad. After a drought, households who have 

lost many animals typically settle and focus on alternative income sources, mostly charcoal sales. Charcoal 

production has resulted in deforestation and may not be sustainable in the long run. 

Increased livestock sales – This strategy is only really feasible for poor households as the livestock holdings of the 

very poor households are too low. Based on the reference year data, poor households could sell 9 additional shoats 

in a bad year compared to the very poor who could sell only 2 without eroding their core herd. 

Reduced expenditure on non-food and non-essential items – Households reduce expenditure or completely forego 

non-food items in order to free some cash to purchase food.  

Food loans – Food loans are commonly taken by households in the livelihood zone. However, in a bad year more 

food loans are taken. 

Migration – Increased migration to mountainous areas with better water and pasture. 

Middle and better-off households. 

Increased livestock sales – Middle and better-off households try to increase their cash income through selling more 

livestock. There are limits to this strategy as households must retain a viable breeding stock. Also, the value of 

livestock drops in bad years as more people are selling and also livestock body conditions deteriorate due to decline 

in pasture and water sources and diseases. 

Seek external assistance – Middle and better-off households normally get remittances from their relatives in the 

urban areas or abroad. 

Reduced expenditure on non-food and non-essential items – Households reduce expenditure or completely forego 

non-food items in order to free some cash to purchase food.  

Migration – Increased migration to mountainous areas with better water and pasture. 

Food loans – Food loans are commonly taken by households in the livelihood zone. However, in a bad year more 

food loans are taken. 

 

The key parameters listed in the table below are food and income sources that make a substantial contribution to 

the household economy in the zone. These should be monitored to indicate potential losses or gains to local 

household economies, either through on-going monitoring systems or through periodic assessments.  

 

Item Key Parameter - Quantity Key Parameter – Price 

Livestock production • Camel sales (export) 

• Goat sales (export) 

• Sheep sales (export) 

• Camel meat sales 

• Shoat meat sales 

• Camels’ milk 

• Camel sales (export) 

• Goat sales (export) 

• Sheep sales (export) 

• Camel meat sales 

• Shoat meal sales 

Key Parameters for Monitoring 
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• Goats’ milk  

Other food and cash 
income 

• Remittances 

• Charcoal/firewood sales 

• Remittances 

• Charcoal/firewood sales 

Expenditure  • Rice – consumer price 

• Wheat flour – consumer price 

• Pasta – consumer price 

• Sugar – consumer price 

• Oil – consumer price 

 

The recommendations presented below came out of interviews with wealth group household representatives and 

from interviews with community leaders.    

1. Water – Improve access to clean, good quality, potable water 
This was a development priority proposed by all wealth groups as well as by community leaders. Access to 
good, clean water is of central importance in this zone although care needs to be taken in developing 
water facilities to minimise localised overgrazing and land degradation caused by large settlements in a 
fragile environment.   

2. Education and health – Improve access to education and health by increasing the number of facilities, 
reducing the cost of using the services, and creating additional adult literacy programmes. Improve the 
quality of health services by providing more specialised medical staff especially in MCH clinics.  

Whilst improvement in health services was a priority across the wealth groups, improved school facilities 
was a preoccupation mainly of the very poor and poor. 

3. Livelihoods – Improve livelihoods through better treatment options for livestock diseases; diversifying 
livelihoods through investment in fishing; investing in market and road infrastructure; eliminating the 
prosopis shrub to improve grazing; and investing in vocational training and small business opportunities. 

These recommendations were primarily proposed by the middle and better off households, and by 
community leaders. 

4. Electricity – Invest in solar to improve local access to electricity. 
 

The development recommendations that were 

prioritised by each wealth group are 

summarised in the table at left. 

All these suggestions require further detailed 

feasibility studies before determining which 

options are viable from an economic, financial, 

and social perspective.  

 

 

 

 

Programme Implications 

Very Poor Improve access to clean water water

Poor Free education + build secondary school education

PFHH Increase access to health clinics health

Improve specialised MCH care health

Provide adult literacy programmes education

Middle Improve access to clean water water

Better off Improve health facilities + MCH health

Proivde electricity through solar utilities

Improve access to livestock treatments livestock

Invest in fisheries sector fisheries

Leaders Invest in fishing fisheries

Increase small business opportunities livelihoods

Invest in market infrastructure livelihoods

Provide vocational training livelihoods

Improve roads roads
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What is a MEB? 

A Minimum Expenditure Basket, or MEB, is a calculation of the cost of goods and services required to meet certain 

standards of living. MEBs comprise a food basket as well as non-food sector baskets such as shelter/home, water, 

WASH, clothes, education, health, transport/communication, community contributions, and safety & protection.  

MEBs can be calculated on a gradient of severity with upper poverty and lower poverty thresholds. The lower 

threshold measures severe poverty and is typically termed a survival MEB. It represents the barest minimum 

required to feed, house and clothe a family for survival. A sector standard MEB is designed around the notion of what 

it costs to meet minimum standards of wellbeing, health and dignity. The sector standard MEB is characterised by a 

higher quantity of, and more diversity of, essential items, and by more sector baskets. Both survival and standard 

MEBs are consumption or expenditure thresholds, that is, they calculate a cost of living benchmark. 

A MEB threshold is used in livelihood security analysis to measure income gaps. The critical question is do households 

earn sufficient income to meet their basic needs or a basic cost of living standard?  Where gaps exist, the MEB analysis 

can help planners determine how much is needed to bring households up to (or above) the MEB threshold and thus 

out of poverty and into livelihood security and resilience.   

 

The MEB in Somalia 

Somalia’s economy is characterised as a protracted complex emergency. Consequently, data collection on standard 

socio-economic indicators by the government has been very patchy and for this reason there is poor data on standard 

measures of national poverty.6  To fill this gap, other agencies, notably the FSNAU (The Food Security and Nutrition 

Analysis Unit) and FEWS NET provide vital price-monitoring data and livelihood analysis. Other critical poverty 

information includes past HEA baselines on local livelihoods.  

 

In 2009, HEA baseline data collected in Baidoa as well as in 2 other livelihood zones led to the creation of a MEB for 

Somalia. Since then, the Somalia MEB has been used to calculate transfer values for cash-based programming. To 

allow for comparability from north to south, the Somalia MEB is calculated on a USD per household per month basis, 

using a standard household size of 6 across all regions.7 

 

The items selected in the Somalia MEB food and non-food baskets were guided by the HEA concepts of the survival 

and livelihood protection baskets. In HEA, the survival basket includes enough food to meet basic energy needs for 

survival as well as minimum non-food items to prepare food (water, cooking fuel, salt) plus soap for basic hygiene. 

The livelihood protection basket includes the survival basket plus basic livelihood inputs to protect livelihoods from 

 
6  https://www.worldbank.org/en/programs/icp 
https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/poverty/brief/global-poverty-line-faq 
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SI.POV.NAGP?view=chart 
http://hdr.undp.org/en/countries/profiles/SOM 
 
7  The value of the initial MEB was based on data collected in the Baidoa urban HEA baseline assessment and as such it reflected 

urban cost of living thresholds. It was calculated as a monthly minimum expenditure basket using prices from March 2007 (the 

reference year). To keep the value of the MEB updated over time, the FSNAU carries out monthly market monitoring of 43 

essential items and 5 currency exchange rates in 70 markets across Somalia. With these regular price updates, the cost of the 

MEB can be re-calculated on an ongoing basis by region and the transfer value discussed, confirmed or modified as needed. 

The MEB Threshold  

 

https://www.worldbank.org/en/programs/icp
https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/poverty/brief/global-poverty-line-faq
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SI.POV.NAGP?view=chart
http://hdr.undp.org/en/countries/profiles/SOM
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erosion as well as minimum school, health, clothes, and household items 

to protect a very basic standard of living. These costs are taken from 

actual spending patterns by poor households in the reference year.8 The 

Somalia MEB is informed principally by the concept of the survival 

threshold, but a few livelihood protection goods are also included, such 

as health, education and clothing. In the table at right, the yellow cells 

indicate items found both in the Somalia MEB and the SO01 HEA baskets. 

The items in the white cells are the ones that differ. Thus, the MEB and 

HEA baskets are not precisely the same although they share some similar 

concepts and some similar goods. 
 

There have been some adjustments to the value of the Somalia MEB since 

2009. These changes have taken place in consultation with local 

stakeholders, principally the Interagency Cash Consortium Group (ICCG) 

and the Cash Working Group. This means that all stakeholders use the same MEB (tailored by region to reflect 

regional prices) to guide their cash-based programming.9  

 

MEB analysis 

The 2020 HEA baseline assessment in the SO01 Guban Pastoral Livelihood Zone provided an opportunity to review 

the Somalia MEB against the current HEA data, to calculate a pastoral MEB by zone and to carry out two analyses: 

1) Compare the Somalia MEB by region against the pastoral MEB in SO01 and compare both to household 

spending patterns in the Guban Pastoral Zone to inform whether some sector baskets need adjusting. 

2) Compare a pastoral MEB for SO01 with total annual household income to assess income gaps..  

 
8 Note that the Baidoa MEB did not include livelihood inputs. In part, this reflects that it was initially set up as an urban MEB. 
However, it is also in line with how MEBs are calculated elsewhere in the world (i.e, livelihood inputs are generally not included). 
 
9 (1) At the recommendation of the WASH sector partners, the water component in the MEB was increased from 5 to 9 drums 

to reflect Sphere standards (Somalia Cash and Markets Working Group, 2017: Recommended transfer values for cash-based 

interventions in the 2017 drought response.). (2) In 2017, concerns that cash transfer values were high led to a review of the 

composition of the MEB. These discussions prompted a reduction in the diversity of the food basket. For example, the new MEB 

comprises a very limited number of food items (red sorghum, cowpeas, vegetable oil and sugar) which are all items that are all 

relatively low cost than nonetheless meet basic energy and nutrition needs.  

 

Process 

1) Draft an extended list of items that compose each sector basket, reflecting sector standards. 

2) Gather prices for this extended list from principal markets in the livelihood zone. Calculate the average 

price across the principal markets. Use these prices to calculate the value of the MEB.   

3) Where there are price outliers, verify through other sources (i.e., FSNAU price monitoring data for the 

reference year). In addition, carry out a random cross-check of field prices with FSNAU market price data 

to ensure data reliability.  

4) Fine-tune the extended list by comparing the draft MEB with baseline household spending in the reference 

year by poor and middle households. In addition, compare the draft MEB with the Somalia MEB. Where 

there are significant differences, use this to inform the fpastoral MEB basket of goods.  

5) Calculate the value of the pastoral MEB and apply to household income gap analysis to assess levels of 

poverty in the Guban Pastoral Livelihood Zone. 

Somalia MEB HEA thresholds

soap (laundry) soap

water water

human  drugs human drugs

school fees  school costs

clothes clothes (@25%)

kerosene salt

firewood spices/condiments (@50%)

grinding cost tea/coffee

social tax torches+batteries (@50%)

other jerry cans

water for animals

animal drugs

airtime,  cell phone (@50%)

 Non-food basket
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Composition of the pastoral MEB 

The starting point to calculating a sector standard MEB is the standards themselves. In this case, Sphere 

Humanitarian standards form the basis of the basket composition and quantity. The baskets are then tailored to 

reflect national standards (where they exist) and/or the local context, including local patterns of consumption and 

expenditure as captured in the HEA field data.  

Details of what is in each of the full MEB sector baskets is described below. 

Food sector basket:  The MEB food basket is reasonably diverse. It includes up to 10 different food items although 

fruit and vegetables comprise a single lump sum amount. All food items are locally specific. The basket includes rice, 

wheat flour, pasta, camel milk, goat milk, shoat meat, vegetable oil, ghee, sugar and vegetables/fruit.10 Food prices 

are relatively high in this zone because staple grains are not locally produced but are imported into the zone. 

Moreover, milk, which is largely consumed through own-milk production has a relatively high price in the market and 

this has the effect or raising the cost of the food basket. Other commodities, such as cooking oil, which is imported 

and purchased only when households’ own ghee or butter is insufficient, also has a high market price. To account for 

these issues, the HEA survival basket staple food price was applied to a certain proportion of milk, meat and 

ghee/butter purchases with the logic that in a typical year, these items are produced not purchased. This logic is also 

reflected in the HEA calculation of total income where milk, meat and cooking oil/ghee are calculated using the 

survival basket staple food price. For this reason, valuing own milk, meat and ghee in a consistent way with total 

income calculations is justified in the MEB.   

WASH sector basket:  The basket includes goods to maintain basic hygiene standards. Soap and water are the priority 

items and reflect Sphere standards: @ 2 bars of soap/person/month for all washing needs including bathing, hair, 

laundry and dishes; and @ 10.5 litres of water/day/person for drinking and washing. Other basic hygiene items have 

been added to the basket which are purchased less frequently.  These items are essential for good hygiene and as 

they are used daily, there is a lot of wear and tear and thus some replacement and/or repair costs are required. 

These items include: 2 x 10 litre jerry cans for hauling water; 0.5 x bucket with lid; 0.5 x wash basin; 0.5 x kettle with 

lid for sterilisation; 0.5 x spade to dig and cover waste; lotion and cotton pads for a baby; and basic personal items 

(razor blades; female hygiene items; and combs). 

Note that the WASH basket for SO01 includes water because in the Guban Pastoral zone, all wealth groups regularly 

purchase water throughout the year. 

Shelter & Home sector basket: The basket includes candles/matches for emergency lighting; 3 x torches and 

batteries for daily lighting; 1 x tarpaulin to keep goods dry in the rainy season; iodised salt to make food palatable 

and a small lump sum amount for tea/coffee. In addition, for items that are not purchased monthly or annually but 

are nonetheless periodically replaced and are essential for sleeping, cooking and eating as well as basic shelter, a 

minimum replacement/repair cost was added to the basket. These items per household include: 0.5 x local tool for 

home repair; 0.5 x cooking pot, 0.5 x food storage container, 0.5 x jug/calabash, 1 x utensils and cup/bowl, 1 x 

mosquito net, 1 x sleeping mat, and 1 x blanket. As pastoral populations typically keep household possessions to a 

minimum to facilitate migration, the replacement amounts in the MEB were also kept to a bare minimum. 

Clothes basket: The sector standard is 1 set of new (or gently used) clothes for each member of the household per 

year. This includes basic top and bottom as well as footwear. A sweater/jacket was not included as temperatures are 

typically hot throughout the year in this zone. 

Education sector basket:   Poor households typically send 2 children to primary school, so the education basket was 

calculated on the basis of 2 students. The components of the basket include tuition, school uniform, pens/pencils, 

scribbler/notebook and school bag. Pocket money for snacks or school canteen was not included.  

 
10  Note that the MEB food basket is not a comprehensive LACON diet (Save the Children, 2012: A Cost of the Diet analysis in Bari 
District of Somalia, December 2012). In 2012, Save the Children estimated that the LACON diet, in their model, would cost 1,452% 
of the annual income of poor households (based on 2012 HEA data). 
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Health sector basket:   The Sphere minimum requirement of 1 x medical consultation and treatment /person/year 

was applied. Consultation costs are free in this zone but a lump sum amount for treatment was applied based on 

actual expenditures in SO01. In addition, the cost of a very basic first aid kit (pain relief tablets and mosquito spray) 

was added. 

Transport & Communication:  No transport costs were included. Airtime credit for 1 x mobile phone/household was 

added to the basket. Note that 1.5-2 phones/household was typical for the very poor and poor in this zone. 

Community Contributions:  Zakat payment and contributions for Ramadan are included in the basket. The amounts 

were calculated using average livestock assets for poor and middle households.  

Livelihood inputs:  Whether to include a minimum amount for livelihood costs is a question of debate. In most MEB 

calculations, livelihood input costs are not included in the baskets on the basis that there is no consensus of the 

minimum required and inputs vary widely by wealth group depending on their assets. Another point is that livelihood 

expenditures can be accounted for by subtracting the cost from total household income and then comparing net 

income to the MEB benchmark. For this analysis, a small amount for animal drugs and water for animals is included 

(using poor household expenditures as a guide).  

Contingency:  No contingency amount has been added although some amount for extraordinary expenses is often 

included in a MEB. In the case of a pastoral MEB, the logic not to include a contingency amount is to reflect that 

savings for contingencies is also not included in total pastoral income. Households may have savings but because 

their savings are not generated through annual cash earnings but instead are kept “on the hoof” as livestock assets, 

it is not reflected in total income. As the MEB threshold is compared to total income in the HEA analysis, this approach 

seemed justified. Note that a small contingency amount is included in the Somalia MEB. 

 

How much does the MEB cost? 

Somalia MEB Awdal Region - According to the CMB for Somalia (FSNAU.org/sectors/market), the cash value for the 

total basket MEB for Awdal Region in December 2019 (the last month of the SO01 reference year) was US 

$133/HH6/month.11  The essential items MEB is a survival basket and is comprised of 4 basic food items. The total 

basket MEB combines a more diverse food basket (8 items) with a non-food basket (10 items).  

SO01 Pastoral MEB – The value of the SO01 pastoral MEB for the Jan-Dec 2019 reference year is US $1,835/HH6/ 

year or US $154/HH6/month. This includes a food basket (10 items) and 8 sector non-food baskets. 

To compare the SO01 pastoral MEB with the Somalia MEB for Awdal Region, the value of each MEB is indicated in 

the table below. Price and exchange rate data came from FSNAU market monitoring and the FSNAU April 2020 

CMB file as well as from SO01 HEA field data.  

 
11 In the HEA analytical framework, it is the gap between total household income and the HEA thresholds in any given year 

that determines the transfer value rather than the total MEB value or HEA threshold itself. 

https://www.fsnau.org/sectors/markets 

 

https://www.fsnau.org/sectors/markets


Northern Pastoral Livelihood Zone Profiles   SO01 (Guban), SO02 (West Golis), SO06 (Northern Inland)  32 
 

  

 

The largest component (69%) in the SO01 pastoral MEB is the food basket. The proportionately high value of food 

compared to non-food expenses in the MEB is reasonable when compared to actual spending patterns in this 

pastoral zone. In the Jan-Dec 2019 reference year in SO01, middle household food expenditures were almost 30% 

of total annual spending but notably 43% of their annual food energy needs were met by food aid. Food aid, in 

effect, subsidised food purchases. When viewed together, food aid and food purchases met 85% of the annual food 

energy of middle households. In neighbouring SO02, where food aid levels were much lower in the reference year, 

food expenditures were 70% and 60% of total expenditures for poor and middle households respectively. Note that 

the food basket value in the Awdal Region MEB was almost the same as the SO01 pastoral MEB although their 

composition differed. In the SO01 food basket, rice, wheat flour and pasta are the staple grains whereas in the 

Somalia MEB, the staples red sorghum and wheat flour are applied to the whole country.  

Overall, the total value of the NFI (non-food items) basket in the SO01 MEB and the Somalia MEB for Awdal Region 

is low compared to the food basket. However, the value seems reasonable when compared to actual household 

spending in the reference year. In the table below, household spending by poor and middle households is shown in 

the two columns at far right. Expenditures were adjusted to a household size of 6 for comparative purposes. The 

results show that in the 2019 reference year, poor households spent US $45/HH6/month on non-food items; middle 

households spent US $82/HH6/month and the NFI component of the SO01 pastoral MEB was US $48/HH6/month.12 

For Awdal Region, the NFI value was US $29/HH6/month. 

 
12 There are challenges in making direct expenditure comparisons for some of the baskets because the expenditure figures do 

not include in-kind contributions such as from own production. This issue obviously affects food basket comparisons but also 

the community contribution (or social tax) basket. In the MEB, the value of zakat and contributions during Ramadan are given 

a dollar value whereas household spending on these items is through in-kind contributions such as the slaughter of own-meat 

and is therefore not included as an actual expenditure. For this reason, household spending for food and community tax is low 

compared to the MEB. 

 

Monthly

Household of: 6

Sector SLSH Cost  per month USD items USD items (monthly)

WASH 109,327 12 12  items soap x 4 pcs, water x 9 drums

Shelter & Home 82,132 9 14 items firewood x 30 bundles, grinding x 30 kgs, kerosene x 1.5 ltr

Clothing, shoes 65,313 7 1 set/year lump sum SoSH 30,000

Education 65,556 7 2 students lump sum SoSH 90,000

Health 21,700 2 1 x person/year lump sum SoSH 20,000

Livelihood inputs 30,833 4 water, medicine

Community Contributions 19,432 2 zakat, Ramadan lump sum SoSH 12,500

Transport & Communication 25,000 3 airtime x 1 phone

Food MEB 927,806 106 10 items 103 8 items (sorghum, wheat flour, cowpeas, sugar, oil, milk, meat)

Contingencies 0 0 lump sum SoSH 30,000

TOTAL 1,347,098 154 133

Total Non-food items (NFI MEB) 419,292 48 31% 29

Total Food MEB 927,806 106 69% 103

SO01 pastoral MEB - Jan-Dec 2019 Somalia MEB Awdal Region Dec 2019
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What stands out in the table above is that relief distributions clearly subsidised food spending allowing pastoralists 

to shift their spending more on non-food items. Cash transfers also provided income support. Together, this aid 

helped pastoralists meet the cost of their basic WASH (water, sanitation and hygiene) needs. Households in SO01 

also spent relatively high amounts on household items, much of which was on qaat (only poor female-headed 

households did not buy qaat).  Household spending on education was also relatively high.   

The table at left looks at some of the sector 

basket costs in the Somalia MEB more closely to 

examine if some baskets are valued perhaps too 

low and if there is a case for revisions. For 

instance, a closer look at some of the specific 

sector costs compared to poor household 

spending in in 2019 shows that education and 

soap may in particular be too low, and to a lesser 

extent, the health sector basket.   

In sum, key points to highlight are: 

1. The value of education and health in the Somalia MEB for Awdal Region is low compared to the SO01 
pastoral MEB and compared to poor and middle household expenditures. It is recommended that these 
values be reviewed and potentially increased. 

2. The value for soap should be increased as it is low compared to actual expenditures and compared to 
sector recommendations. 

3. If a livelihood cluster approach is taken, food baskets should be adapted to better reflect the main food 
items consumed in those regions (i.e., rice not red sorghum in northern pastoral MEBs). 

 

The MEB, Total Income and Poverty analysis 

An analysis of the MEB expenditure threshold against total household annual income helps answer the question do 

households earn enough to meet the cost of their basic needs? To what extent can households from the different 

wealth groups afford the MEB basic basket of goods? The graph shows that a MEB based on minimum sector 

standards is comparatively high when measured against what households earn and produce. The overall value 

adjusted for a household of 7 and based on reference year prices is calculated at USD 2,205/HH7/year (or USD 

0.9/person/day). Middle household’s total income was USD 2,324/HH7/year (USD 0.9/person/day) which is slightly 

above the cost of the MEB basket of goods. Better-off households produced and earned USD 2,695/HH7/year (or 

USD 1.1/person/day) and are also above the upper poverty line. See graph below. 

Monthly

Household of: 6

Poor HH Middle HH

Sector SLSH Cost  per month USD USD USD USD

WASH 109,327 12 12 16

Shelter & Home 82,132 9 14 37

Clothing, shoes 65,313 7 6 8

Education 65,556 7 6 6

Health 21,700 2 2 2

Livelihood inputs 30,833 4 3 6

Community Contributions 19,432 2 0 0

Transport & Communication 25,000 3 1 5

Food MEB 927,806 106 103 29 35

Contingencies 0 0 2 2

TOTAL 1,347,098 154 133 74 117

Total Non-food items (NFI MEB) 419,292 48 29 45 82

Total Food MEB 927,806 106 103 29 35

SO01 pastoral MEB - Jan-Dec 2019 Awdal Region 

Exchange rate = USD 1 = SOSH 32,305 and USD 1 = SLSH 8770.5 (FSNAU 

price data, average Jan-Dec 2019). Poor HH = Poor HH expenditures 2019 

 

Cost HH6/month, December 2019

Awdal MEB Awdal MEB Poor HH

SoSH USD USD

Education 90000 2.8 5.7

Health costs 20000 0.6 1.6

Soap 4 pcs 1.3 7.8
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The sector standard MEB is relatively high compared to total household annual income. The finding indicates that 

most of the population (66% of households) would be considered poor by this standard. Arguably, some sector 

baskets could be adjusted downwards (such as reducing some school supplies and perhaps reducing 1-2 WASH 

items). Nonetheless, the initial results indicate that by and large, most households in the Guban Pastoral Livelihood 

Zone do not earn enough income to pay for a basic basket of essential food and non-food items that meet minimum 

standards of wellbeing even with relief support. It should be kept in mind that even middle households’ total income 

was significantly boosted through both cash transfers and food aid. 

However, there is one important point to bear in mind, and that is that in pastoral economies, limited household 

spending may in part reflect a choice and is not simply a function of poverty. For example, households may have 

significant savings “on the hoof”. Thus, total income does not truly reflect the limits of their income and expenditure 

but rather their spending priorities and needs in that particular reference year. In SO01, middle households, for 

example, could potentially sell an additional 20 shoats and 2 camels without eroding the breeding potential of their 

herd. Poor households could sell an additional 9 shoats and the very poor an additional 2. Using shoat sale prices for 

the reference year, these livestock savings represent an additional SLSH 6,000,000 for middle households and SLSH 

2,700,000 for the poor. Whilst the very poor and poor would remain under the MEB threshold, the gap for the poor 

would be reduced to USD 170/HH7/year or USD 14/HH7/month with the sales of the additional 9 goats. 

Bearing in mind this caveat, the initial gap analysis shows that households face an income gap of US $57 and 

$40/HH7/month for the very poor and poor households respectively. To put this in perspective, the sale of a goat 

earned a household on average US $34/goat in the 2019 reference year. To fill the gap, very poor and poor 

households would roughly need to sell 20 and 14 goats per year respectively. This is currently beyond their means 

as it represents about triple the current shoat holdings of the very poor. This shows the level of poverty faced by 

many households but also perhaps, that pastoral economies are based on limited material needs. 

This analysis can provide a platform for future discussions in Somalia about what constitutes minimum standards of 

well-being in northern pastoral zones and what might be included in a pastoral MEB in Somalia in future if a livelihood 

cluster approach is taken. 
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The West Golis Pastoral livelihood zone is semi-

desert and covers the highlands of the Golis 

mountain range stretching from the international 

border in western Awdal Region into Woqooyi 

Galbeed and northern Togdheer Regions.13 The zone 

also includes a small section in the west of Sanaag 

Region. The string of mountains known as the Golis 

range extends from the east to west across the 

region running almost parallel to the Guban coastal 

plain and is between 6000-7000 feet above sea level. 

The zone is characterized by topographical features 

such as deep gorges, hills and valleys. Dry water 

courses, with and without springs, flow down to the 

coastal zone. During the rainy season, the water courses carry 

rainwater run-off from the mountains into the sea. Population 

density is very low in the zone. Nonetheless, it is a large zone and 

covers the districts of Zeila, Lughaya, Baki, Borama, Gebilley, 

Sheikh, Burco, Berbera, Ceel Afweyn, Ainabo, Odweyne and 

Hargeisa.  

 

The West Golis Pastoral zone receives more rain than the adjacent 

Guban Pastoral zone. Overall, there are two main rainy seasons 

namely gu (April-June) and deyr (October-November). Annual 

rainfall patterns, however, vary across the livelihood zone from east to west. The Golis of Togdheer mainly receives 

gu and deyr rains whilst the Golis of W/Galbeed and Awdal regions receive gu rains (April –June), karan rains (late 

July –August) and only minor deyr rains (Oct-Nov). The Golis in Borama, which faces the Guban Pastoral zone, 

receives xays rains (December-February). The hagaa (July-September) and jilaal (December-March) are usually dry 

months in most parts of the zone. The average annual temperatures range between 20 and 24 degrees Celsius.  

 
13 Fieldwork for the current profile was undertaken in February 2020. The information presented (including prices) refer to the 
reference year, which was the consumption year covering the period Apr18/Mar19. Provided there are no fundamental shifts in 
the economy, the information is expected to remain valid for approximately 5-10 years (i.e. until 2023-2028). 
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WEST GOLIS PASTORAL LIVELIHOOD ZONE     March, 2020 

 Summary: This zone covers the highlands of the Golis mountain range which extend from east to west running almost 

parallel to the Guban coastal plain. Camels, goats and sheep are the main livestock kept. Households depend largely on 

market purchase for food. Middle and better off households also secure significant kilocalories from own livestock 

production. By contrast, poorer households consume only small amounts of own milk and meat. Livestock sales are the 

major source of cash income for the poor, middle and better-off households. Middle and better off households sold both 

camels and small stock in the reference year whereas poor and very poor households sold only small stock. The major 

cash income source of the very poor was charcoal sales although poor and middle households also engage in charcoal 

production and sale too. Poorer households also had income from unconditional cash transfers and remittances/social 

support. Recurrent drought and livestock diseases are the main hazards affecting livestock productivity in this zone. 

This profile contains additional analysis comparing household income to the Minimum Expenditure Basket (MEB) 

threshold. 

Zone Description 

 

 

West Golis Pastoral Zone 

RURAL POPULATION BY DISTRICT & LZ - 2017

Region District

SO02

Awdal Lughaya 4,555      

Awdal Zeila 2,830      

Awdal Baki 74,114    

Awdal Borama 57,377    

Saaxil Berbera 60,868    

Togdheer Burco,Sheikh, Oodweyne 45,379    

Waqooyi Galbeed Hargeisa 66,969    

Waqooyi Galbeed Gebilley 11,668    

Sanaag Ceel Afweyn 11,086    

Sool Caynabo 1,143      

TOTALS 335,989  
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Vegetation in this zone is dominated by grasses, shrubs and forest trees, including ancient cedar forests on the 

highest peaks. Acacia trees are the most important vegetation for livestock feed especially during the dry seasons. 

Forest resources also permit the production of charcoal which is sold by households in all wealth groups except the 

better off. 

The main water sources in this zone are shallow and deep wells, reservoirs, springs and seasonal pools. Except 

during the rainy seasons, most water sources are usually dry, and private and communal wells and natural springs 

become the only source of water for both human and livestock. However, unlike in the Guban Pastoral zone, there 

is no payment for water for human and livestock use. 

Pastoralism is the most important livelihood activity in this zone 

with camels, goats and sheep reared for milk production and 

cash sale. Livestock graze and browse freely, moving each 

season to areas where water and grazing resources are 

available, following a cycle of dry season/wet season migration. 

Livestock migration is normally contained within the region. 

During the dry seasons, livestock move to the Guban coastal 

area and then in the wet season, they are moved back into the 

zone or to the Hawd plateau if the zone does not receive 

enough rainfall. Camels are the most valuable animals as they 

can be sold for cash, they provide milk and they are also used 

as pack animals.  

In the reference year, camels were milked for 6 months with 

peak milk production in the rainy seasons. Each camel 

produced 2 liters per day in the wet season and 1 liter per day 

in the dry season. Goats were milked for 4.5 months producing 

0.5 liters per animal per day during the peak rainy seasons and 

then reducing to 0.3 liters per day in the dry season. In addition 

to livestock production, charcoal sales provided an important 

income source in the reference year especially for poorer 

households.  

Over the course of the Apr18/Mar19 reference year, herd sizes 

increased, reflecting better rain and pasture conditions, and 

the beginning of post-drought recovery. The two tables above show herd dynamics of camels and goats for poor, 

middle and better-off households to illustrate changes over the reference year. The base number 100 is used for 

comparability purposes across wealth groups and livestock types. Birth rates were higher for goats than for camels, 

but offtake was higher too thus overall herd growth was similar for both livestock species.  The upward trend over 

the course of the year was a positive sign of herd recovery. 

There is some crop production in the zone, but it is limited to a few communities who practice irrigated agriculture 

on privately-owned farms and who grow cash crops such as tomatoes, onions, pepper, watermelon and lemons. 

The farms are located along dry river courses and in valleys into which water drains from the Golis mountains. 

Shallow wells and springs are utilized for irrigation. Farming households are a minority in this zone and thus the 

data in this profile concerns only the pastoralists who form the majority of the population.  

Services in this inland livelihood zone are overall quite weak. Most communities have access to a school up to the 

primary level as well as to the local madrasa, but health facilities are patchy. Some humanitarian agencies run 

village based MCH clinics but in many communities, those who are ill must get a referral to health centres outside 

of their settlement. Sanitation facilities are basic and there are no indoor latrines. Moreover, there is no electricity 

at village level. Instead, poor wealth groups use torches for lighting and the upper wealth groups use solar too. 

Credit and savings schemes are not offered locally so households depend on loans from traders. Support to the 

Camels Poor Middle Better-off 

Start ref yr total 0 100 100 

Adult females 0 44 46 

No. born 0 31 31 

No. sold 0 19 15 

No. slaughtered 0 0 0 

No. died 0 0 4 

No bought 0 0 0 

End ref yr total 0 113 112 

Goats Poor Middle Better-off 

Start ref yr total 100 100 100 

Adult females 50 53 53 

No. born 70 66 67 

No. sold 40 32 31 

No. slaughtered 10 8 8 

No. died 8 11 9 

No bought 0 0 0 

End ref yr total 113 116 120 
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zone is provided by a number of international humanitarian agencies including SCI, ICRC, NRC, World Vision 

International and WFP.  

The main hazards affecting the zone are drought and livestock diseases. The zone recently experienced successive 

drought years for the 3-year period between 2015 to 2017. The drought crisis was exacerbated by livestock diseases 

all of which affected herd sizes, livestock body conditions, livestock market prices and milk production.  

 

Access to markets in this zone is relatively good in the dry season. However, in the rainy season, some villages are 

cut off when heavy rain and flash floods make roads impassable. The zone is served by both tarmac and dirt roads. 

The main tarmac road which runs on the south side of the zone connects Borama to Laascaanod.  The other main 

road which is in the east of the zone links Burao, Hargeisa and Berbera, forming a triangle. The road also links 

Hargeisa to Djibouti, crossing the western limits of the livelihood zone. Due to the rocky and mountainous nature 

of the zone, there are no major roads that traverse the interior of the area. Overall, most roads are dirt tracks that 

link rural settlements with rural markets and are used mainly 

by herders with their pack camels and donkeys. Access by 

motorized transport is difficult. Although road transport is 

generally poor, there is a good communication network and 

mobile phones are widely used to transmit information. 

Trade in livestock and livestock products is the fundamental 

economic activity for the communities living in the West 

Golis Pastoral livelihood zone. Local and export quality shoats 

and camels are the species traded and camel milk is the main 

livestock product sold. In the reference year, however, milk 

sales were not common. Severe successive droughts 

especially between 2015–2017 greatly affected livestock 

production by reducing the number of camels in heat and 

thus conception and births. In consequence, little to no milk 

was produced.  

Livestock are sold at any time of the year, but the peak 

period is May to September which is the time when the 

Islamic festivals fall. During the reference year 

(Apr18/Mar19), export quality goat prices were high 

compared to prices from 2015-2017. This reflected the 

improved body conditions of surviving livestock and the 

recovery of livestock markets after the drought (see table, 

top left, black line). The main markets that serve the zone are 

the urban commercial hubs of Borama, Burao, Berbera and 

Hargeisa.  Households in the zone who derive their income primarily from livestock and livestock product sale as 

well as charcoal sale mostly trade in these markets.  

Households in SO02 rely heavily on purchasing staple cereals and non-staple foods from the market throughout the 

year. The main purchased staples are rice, wheat flour and pasta which are bought from the main markets of 

Borama, Burao, Berbera and Hargeisa. The most common staples, rice and wheat flour, are purchased in large 

quantities by households, mostly in 25kg sacks. These staples are imported from India and Pakistan before they are 

sold locally. Imported rice prices during the reference year were relatively high (see table at left, black line) although 

rice prices in general do not fluctuate greatly from year to year. Non-staples include sugar and cooking oil.  

Markets 
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The baseline assessment refers to a very specific twelve-month period called the reference year. Normally, the 

reference year begins at the start of the main rains for pastoralists (for agriculturalists, it is the start of the main 

staple harvest) which marks the end of the lean period. All information described in this report related to prices, 

income earned, expenditure and food consumed is for the twelve-month period 01 April 2018 to 31 March 201914.   

Despite the devastating May 2018 Sagar cyclone which affected a few pockets of the zone , the reference year was 

considered an average year in terms of food security due to sufficient pasture, normal milk production, good 

livestock prices at the market, good livestock body conditions and few livestock diseases. 

During community leader interviews, informants were asked to rank the last five years in terms of seasonal 

performance with ‘1’ indicating a poor season and ‘5’ an excellent season. The table below summarizes the 

response of the community leaders.  

 

Consumption 

Year Season Rank Critical Events Response 

2019 Deyr 3.5 

Average rainfall, average pasture 

availability, average milk production, 

good livestock body conditions, low 

livestock diseases 

Localised livestock migration to 

Guban mountains 

2019 Gu 3 

Average rainfall, average pasture 

availability, average milk production, 

livestock diseases, average livestock 

prices 

Treatment for goats in response 

to disease 

2018 Deyr 2.5 

Poor to no rainfall, poor to average 

pasture availability, poor to average 

milk production, livestock diseases, 

poor livestock market 

Livestock and human migration, 

charcoal sales, humanitarian aid 

2018 Gu 3 

Heavy rainfall, average pasture 

availability, average milk production, 

good animal body conditions, average 

livestock market, livestock diseases 

Migration, livestock sales, 

humanitarian aid 

2017 Deyr 1 

Drought, no pasture, no/low milk 

production, livestock diseases, livestock 

deaths, low livestock prices  

Livestock migration, charcoal 

sales, credit and social support, 

humanitarian aid (food + cash) 

 
14 In HEA, a reference year is a 12-month period to which all the data applies. In agricultural areas, the reference year starts at 
the start of the main harvest which marks the end of the annual ‘hunger season’ whereas in the pastoral areas the reference 
year begins at the start of the main rainy season when pasture availability and animal body conditions improve and milk 
availability is also good. Improved milk availability marks the end of the annual ‘hunger period’ for the pastoral communities. 
The reference year should be a recent relatively average production year. It should be a recent year to enable communities to 
easily recall the events in that year. In terms of selection of the appropriate reference year, a timeline is done looking back at 
the last five years and looking at how the different seasons performed and their impact on household food and livelihood 
security. In the case of West Golis Pastoral Livelihood zone, looking at the rainfall performance in the last 5 years between 2015 
and 2019. The gu of 2018, which marks the main rainy season in this zone, performed well compared to the previous years which 
were mostly dry with no rains.  The 2018 deyr also had a little rain. In 2019, both the gu and deyr were average. However, since 
the reference year is a complete 12 month period starting at the beginning of the main rains, selecting the year from April (start 
of gu  rains) to March  would give a complete year to which the baseline data refers.  

Timeline and Reference Year 
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2017 Gu 1 

Drought, no pasture, no/low milk 

production, livestock diseases, livestock 

deaths, low livestock prices. 

Livestock migration, charcoal 

and firewood sales, credit, 

social support, humanitarian aid 

2016 Deyr 1 

Drought, no pasture, no/low milk 

production, livestock diseases, livestock 

deaths, low livestock prices  

Livestock migration, 

government support, food + 

cash aid, charcoal sales 

2016 Gu 2 

Poor rainfall, low pasture availability, 

low milk production, livestock diseases, 

livestock deaths, low livestock prices  

Livestock migration, livestock 

sales, casual labour, 

humanitarian aid, social support 

2015 Deyr 1 

Drought, no  pasture, no/low milk 

production, livestock diseases, livestock 

deaths, low livestock prices 

Livestock migration, charcoal + 

firewood sales, casual labour, 

humanitarian aid, social support 

2015 Gu 2 

Poor rainfall, low pasture availability, 

low milk production, livestock diseases, 

livestock deaths, low livestock prices 

Livestock migration, charcoal + 

firewood sales, casual labour, 

use savings, social support, aid 

 

 

The West Golis Pastoral zone receives bi-modal rainfall: the gu rains in April-June and the shorter deyr rains in 

October-December. There are two dry seasons as well: jilaal (January-March) and hagaa (July-September). During 

the wet season, surface water and pasture availability for livestock production improves thereby increasing 

livestock reproduction and productivity.  

Livestock production follows the seasons as water and pasture availability is crucial in determining the outcome of 

the reproductive cycles and milk yields. The 3-year drought that was experienced in most parts of Somaliland caused 

little to no breeding and conception, little to no births and thus little to no milk. However, following the heavy gu 

rains of 2018, there was good pasture and water availability, and subsequently relatively good milk availability (i.e, 

enough for household consumption but not enough for sale).  

Camels typically lactate for a period of 12 months. However, in the reference year, camels were only milked for 

approximately 6 months. Goats were milked for about 4.5 months due to the stresses of the recent drought. 

Livestock migration patterns are determined by the availability of water and pasture. All livestock species are moved 

in search of water and pasture during the dry seasons. Livestock move to the Ogo during the hagaa and to the 

neighboring Guban Pastoral zone during the jilaal when the zone receives the xays rains. There is also in-migration 

of livestock from the Guban pastoral zone during the long dry season there and this puts pressure on local pasture 

leading to overgrazing. 

Livestock sales peak between April-May and September-November. This is during the main Islamic celebrations 

when demand for meat increases. These periods are also just after the main rains when animal body conditions are 

at their best. Livestock sales occur during the lean season as well. This is a period where access to milk is limited 

and cash is needed to purchase staple foods. 

 

Seasonal Calendar 
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Staple food prices peak during the dry season between June and July, and December and February. These months 

are often referred to as the lean season. 

Charcoal sales are a common activity in this zone and sales peak in the months of June to October and January to 

February.  

A few villages cultivate cash crops. Cultivation is based on irrigation using rainwater that flows in the streams/rivers. 

Preparation activities start a few months before the rains. Land preparation is done in January-February and in 

August. Planting takes place in April and September, weeding in April-May and again in October-November. The 

harvest falls in June and then in October-December. Crops that are cultivated include tomatoes (2 seasons; deyr 

and jilaal during cold months), watermelon (1 season; gu), pepper (1 season; deyr and ilaal during cold months) 

and onions (2 seasons; deyr and jilaal during cold months). 

 

In this zone, households can be categorized into four broad wealth groups. The table on the next page summarizes 

the key characteristics and productive assets of the four main wealth groups, including the percentage breakdown 

that each group constitutes. The yellow bars indicate the percent of female-headed households within each group. 

A separate set of productive assetfigures is provided for poor female-headed households on the right of the table.  

The main determinant of wealth in this livelihood zone is the size and composition of the household herd. The more 

animals a household owns, the greater their access to food and cash income. Camels are the most valuable animals 

as they provide milk for most of the year and fetch a higher market price than shoats.  

Wealth Breakdown and Productive Assets 
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Poorer households in the West Golis 

Pastoral Livelihood Zone only own 

small stock and their herds are 

characterized by very low livestock 

holdings. At the start of the reference 

year, very poor households owned 

only about 10 goats and 0-1 donkeys. 

Poor male-headed households on 

average owned about 20 goats, 2 

sheep and 1 donkey.  Poor female-

headed households had about 22 

goats and 0-1 donkeys. Herd sizes for 

middle and better of households were 

substantially larger, notably, 8 and 13 

camels, 38 and 58 goats, 8 and 18 

sheep, 1.5 and 2.5 pack camels and 1-

2 donkeys for middle and better off 

households respectively. Pack camels 

and donkeys are used for transport. 

Drought and livestock diseases are the 

main constraints to livestock 

production just as in the nearby 

Guban Pastoral zone.  

Livestock are owned by the 

household, but men make major 

decisions concerning the herd. Men 

and boys look after camels including 

milking them whereas women and 

girls look after and milk small stock. 

Market selling of livestock is done by 

men although women sell small stock 

locally. Milk selling is mostly done by women. Grazing land is communally owned. 

Female-headed households make up a portion of all wealth groups with higher proportions found in the lower two 

wealth groups. During field work, in depth interviews were conducted with poor female-headed households. This 

is a group who shares similar characteristics to poor male-headed households and who also faces similar constraints 

but are further disadvantaged by a lack of adult male labour. During the reference year, poor female-headed 

households had a similar asset profile to poor male-headed households although they had slightly more goats but 

they owned no sheep. 

The poor and very poor make up the largest wealth groups in the zone, with around 38% and 30% of the households 

respectively. Middle households comprise 20% whereas the better off comprise 12% of households only.  

When we compare the new baselines (reference year 2018/2019) with the old baselines (reference year 

2013/2014) there are several points to note. First, there has been a change in the proportion of households in each 

wealth group although it should be noted that in the old baselines, household were divided into 3 wealth groups 

only. Despite this, the major change is the proportion of households who have slipped from the middle wealth 

group to the lower wealth groups. In the current baseline, very poor and poor households comprised 68% of 

households in the zone and the middle group were 20%. By contrast, in 2013/2014, middle households comprised 

50%-55% of households. No doubt this change reflects the impact of consecutive years of drought and disaster 

between 2015-2017. 

Very poor 

 Poor            

male-         

headed Middle Better off 

Poor             

female-

headed

Camels 0 0 8 13 0

Camel pack animals 0 0 2 3 0

Goats 10 20 38 58 22

Sheep 0 2 8 18 0

Donkeys 1 1 2 2 1

Phones 1 2 3 4 1

HH size 7 7 7 7 6

Number of wives 1 1 1 1

Students - primary 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 2

Students - secondary 0 0 0 0 0

Income source # 1 charcoal sales livestock sales livestock sales livestock sales livestock sales

Income source # 2 social support charcoal sales charcoal sales social support

Income source # 3 cash transfers social support cash transfers
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 Second, household sizes have also changed. The principal change is the declining household size of the better off. 

Previously, better off households had on average 10-12 people. Currently, the better off households comprise 6-9 

family members.  

Third, livestock holdings decreased over the six 

years between the old and new baselines. This trend 

can be seen across wealth groups and for all 

livestock species (see table at left).  Whilst the 

decline in herd sizes is marked for the poor and 

middle households, livestock losses were extremely 

for the better off. These significant declines in 

livestock assets were due to the extended period of 

drought and disease between 2015-2017 which 

ravaged the herds in the West Golis Pastoral 

Livelihood Zone. 

 

 

The graph above presents the sources of food, quantified as kilocalories, for households in different wealth groups 

in the livelihood zone for the period April 2018 to March 2019. April marks the end of the lean season and the 

beginning of the main milking period since it is when the Gu rains start resulting in pasture and water availability 

and thus good milk availability. After the rain season, there is the dry jilaal season where milk quantities decline, 

and households experience another lean period until the next rainy season. Food is presented as a percentage of 

2100 kcal per person per day for the 12-month period.  

The major food source in this livelihood zone for all wealth groups is market purchase. Market purchase of cereals 

(rice, wheat flour and pasta), oil and sugar provided most of the energy requirements for households in the 

reference year. The proportion of food obtained from own livestock products (milk and meat) increased with wealth 

group and for the better off, 28% of their annual food energy came from own milk and meat. Own milk and meat 

Herd size 
end ref year 

Poor Middle Better-off 

2018/2019 13-33 goats 

0-10 sheep 

0 camels 

26-62 goats 

3-15 sheep 

3-10 camels 

49-93 goats 

6-43 sheep 

5-24 camels 

2013/2014 30-45 goats 

10-15 sheep 

3-5 camels 

80-100 goats 

25-40 sheep 

10-15 camels 

130-170 goats 

40-60 sheep 

20-35 camels 

Sources of Food 

 

In the graph, food access is expressed as a percentage of minimum food requirements, taken as an average food energy 

intake of 2100 kcals per person per day for the Apr18/Mar19 reference year.   
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contributed little to the diet of the poorer wealth groups (3% and 5% for the very poor and poor households 

respectively). Instead, food aid contributed an important amount of food to the poorer wealth groups comprising 

15% and 10% of their annual kilocalories. See the graph above. 

The situation of poor female-headed households was similar 

to poor male-headed households. In both cases, market 

purchases made up about 83% of annual household food 

energy in the reference year.  Both types of households 

purchased similar cereals (rice, wheat flour and pasta) and 

both secured just over 50% of their annual food needs from 

staple food purchase. Non-staple purchases of sugar, oil and 

vegetables were likewise similar, comprising 30% and 33% of 

the annual food needs of poor male-headed and poor female-

headed households respectively. For both groups, food aid 

was a supplementary food source contributing about 10% and 

6% of the poor male-headed and poor female-headed 

households annual minimum food needs respectively. Milk 

and meat from their own herds comprised a limited 7-8% of 

annual kilocalories and gifts about 1%. Food aid helped fill the 

gap, providing about 6% of the annual energy needed by poor 

female-headed households.  

All the lower wealth groups struggled to meet their basic food 

energy needs in the reference year. On average, households in 

these lower wealth groups met only 94-97% of their annual kilocalorie needs. 

A comparison of the new HEA baseline (2018-2019) 

with the old HEA baseline (2013-2014) reveals 

several changes (see graph at right). First, although 

rice and wheat flour continue to be the main staples 

purchased, in the new baselines, all wealth groups 

purchased pasta whereas in the old baselines only 

the better off purchased pasta. Another difference 

is that in the old baseline, sorghum and maize meal 

were purchased by the poor and better off 

households respectively whereas in the new 

baseline, these items are no longer purchased or 

consumed by any wealth group.  

Second, there has been a marked decrease in the 

consumption of own milk and meat. This is reflected 

in smaller herds and fewer lactating animals in the 

current reference year. For example, in the new baseline, poor households have no lactating camels whereas in the 

old baseline they had access to one lactating camel. Moreover, in the new 2018-2019 reference year, better off 

households had 4 lactating camels whereas in the old pre-crisis 2013-2014 reference year, they had access to 6 

lactating camels. Another factor contributing to decreased access to milk was the more limited lactation period in 

the current 2018-2019 reference year. For example, In the old baseline, camels lactated for up to 12 months but in 

the current baseline, they were milked for only 6 months of the year. Moreover, yields were lower.  In 2018-2019, 

a lactating camel produced 2 liters per day in the wet season and 1 liter in the dry season whereas in 2013-2014 

camels produced 2-3 liters per animal per day.  

Third, the current baseline reflects a period post-crisis. As a result, some food aid was received by the lower wealth 

groups. By contrast, in the old baseline, no food aid and no gifts were recorded.  

The graph shows sources of food for poor female-

headed and poor male-headed households. 

 

Food sources by wealth group, West Golis 2013/14, FSNAU 
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All information in this section relates to the reference year April 2018-March 2019. The US dollar (USD) to 

Somaliland Shilling (SLSH) rate during the reference year was USD 1 = SLSH 9,837.3 (source: FSNAU). 

Livestock sales were a significant and/or main income source for three of four wealth groups, that is, the poor, 

middle and better-off. However, only the upper wealth groups sold camels. For instance, in the reference year poor 

households sold 8 goats and 0.75 sheep. By contrast, middle households sold 1-2 camels, 12 goats and 1-2 sheep; 

and better off households sold 2 camels, 18 goats and 3 sheep. The very poor sold few animals (3 goats) reflecting 

their small herds. Camels fetched the highest price, earning SLSH 3,000,000 per head in the reference year. Goats 

and sheep on average fetched SLSH 375,000 each per head. Income from livestock sales accounted for 100%, 82%, 

35%, 46% and only 13% of the total annual cash income for better off, middle households, poor male-headed 

households, poor female-headed households and very poor households respectively. The sale of livestock products 

(milk and meat) was not common in the reference year for any wealth group due to limited milk production. 

Other cash income sources included charcoal sales, remittances/social support, unconditional cash transfers and 

casual employment. All wealth groups except for the better off carried out charcoal production and sale. For the 

lower wealth groups, income from charcoal sales accounted for 40-42% of their annual cash earnings. Poor female-

headed households earned only SLSH 1,080,000, or 15% of annual cash income, from charcoal sales because they 

lack the labour to produce much charcoal. For middle households, charcoal was an important secondary income 

source, supplementing livestock sales.  

An important supplementary source of cash Income for the lower wealth groups in the reference year was money 

from remittances and social support. This income source accounted for SLSH 1,750,000 or 22%, SLSH 1,750,000 or 

18% and SLSH 1,600,000 or 22% of the very poor, poor male-headed and poor female-headed households 

respectively. A second important supplementary source of income for the lower wealth groups was unconditional 

cash transfers. Cash transfers accounted for SLSH 1,625,000 or 20%, SLSH 1,300,000 or 14% and SLSH 1,300,000 or 

18% of the annual cash income for the very poor, poor male-headed and poor female-headed households 

respectively. Very poor households also earned a small amount of income from agricultural labour, cultivating for 

households engaged in cash crop production within the zone. 

Sources of Cash Income 

 

The graph provides a breakdown of total annual cash income by wealth group in Somaliland Shillings (SLSH) according 

to income source. 
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As seen in the graph at right, poor male-headed and poor 

female-headed households had similar types of income (namely 

goat sales, charcoal sales, remittances, gifts and cash transfers). 

However, an important point to highlight is that poor male-

headed earned SLSH 2,168,250 or 23% more than the poor 

female-headed households. The main difference was that male-

headed households earned significantly more income from 

charcoal sales than female-headed households. Conversely, for 

female-headed households, their main income source 

proportional to their annual income was goat sales.  Poor male-

headed households have a labour advantage as there are more 

adult males in the household and this additional labour 

translates in more income compared to poor female-headed 

households especially from charcoal production and sale.  

The table below presents the range of annual income recorded 

for the four wealth groups.  

 

 

 Very Poor Poor PFHH Middle Better Off 

Annual cash income 
in SLSH 

~5,520,000 –  

8,150,000 

~7,500,000 –  

9,050,000 

~5,400,000 –  

6,900,000 

~9,100,000 –  

14,625,000 

~12,000,000 –  

18,920,000 

USD equivalent 561 - 829 762 - 920 549 - 701 925 – 1,487 1,220 – 1,923 

USD pppd 0.22 – 0.32 0.30 – 0.36 0.25 – 0.32 0.36 – 0.58 0.48 - 0.75 

Since the old HEA baseline of 2013-2014, there 

have been several significant changes in cash 

income. First, in the new 2018-2019 baseline, 

camel sales increased compared to the old 

baseline. For example, before the drought crisis of 

2015-2017, the upper wealth groups typically sold 

just 1 camel whereas post-crisis, better off 

households on average sold 2 camels and, in some 

cases, even 3. By contrast, sales of goats and sheep 

in 2018-2019 were far lower on average than in 

2013-2014. To use poor and middle households as 

an illustration, in the new baseline, poor 

households sold on average 3 goats and 0.75 

sheep, and middle households sold 12 goats and 1-

2 sheep. In the old baseline, poor households sold 

between 10 and 15 small stock and middle households sold about 30 small stock. These changes likely reflect the 

decline in small stock herds due to the extended drought and the need to re-build the flock post-drought. 

A second difference from old and new baselines is income from milk sales.  In the old baseline, all wealth groups 

sold milk. Indeed, poor households sold 60% of the camel milk produced. In the new baseline, none of the wealth 

groups earned income from milk sales, reflecting low milk production as well as the need to focus on herd recovery 

rather than on maximising milk offtake. 

Sources of cash income for poor female-headed 

and poor male-headed households. 

Cash income by wealth group, West Golis 2013/14, FSNAU 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Poor-MHH Poor-FHH

%
 o

f 
an

n
u

al
 c

as
h

 in
co

m
e

goat sales sheep sales charcoal sales

stone sales cash transfers remittances, gifts



Northern Pastoral Livelihood Zone Profiles   SO01 (Guban), SO02 (West Golis), SO06 (Northern Inland)  46 
 

Third, in the new baseline, households only had access to food loans from traders whereas in the old baseline, poor 

households borrowed money from wealthier households to supplement their income.  

Fourth, in 2018-2019, middle households supplemented cash earned from livestock sales with income from 

charcoal sales. By contrast, in the old baseline, they did not need to burn and sell charcoal as milk/meat sales 

provided them with supplementary income.  Another difference is that in 2013-2014, better off households 

engaged more in petty trade activities which they did not do in the new reference year. Finally, in 2018-2019, due 

to drought recovery efforts, the lower wealth groups received more income support through unconditional cash 

transfers and gifts (social support/remittances from relatives) than in 2013-2014. 

 

 

 

All information in this section relates to the specific twelve-month period April 2018 to March 2019. While absolute 

expenditure increases with wealth group in line with total cash income, the expenditure breakdown by percent in 

the graph above demonstrates how much expenditure was spent on different categories. 

Staple and non-staple purchase represent the greatest proportion of cash spending by households in all wealth 

groups. Staple purchase accounted for 47%, 44%, 48%, 38% and 30% of annual expenditures and non-staple 

purchase accounted for 27%, 25%, 31%, 23% and 21% of the very poor, poor male-headed, poor female-headed, 

middle and better off households’ total annual expenditure respectively. Staple foods comprised imported rice, 

wheat flour and pasta. Non-staples included sugar, cooking oil and vegetables. 

Purchase of household items including tea, salt, soap, spices and condiments, expenditure on lighting accessories, 

utensils, sleeping mats and jerrycans accounted for 9%, 9%, 10% and 12% of the annual expenditure of very poor, 

poor, middle and better off households respectively. For poor female-headed households, household items also 

accounted for 10% of their annual cash spending. 

Households spent very little cash on livelihood inputs during the reference year. The largest purchase was on 

livestock drugs which accounted for SLSH 25,000, SLSH 22,000 and SLSH 185,000 for poor male-headed, poor 

female-headed and middle and better off households respectively. Very poor households did not spend cash on 

Expenditure Patterns 

 

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

expenditure. The ‘other’ category includes qaat, transport, airtime and gifts. 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

V.Poor Poor Middle Better-off

other

repay loans

clothes

social serv.

inputs

water

HH items

non-staple food

staple food



Northern Pastoral Livelihood Zone Profiles   SO01 (Guban), SO02 (West Golis), SO06 (Northern Inland)  47 
 

inputs due to small herds and low income. All households in the zone had access to water for free hence there were 

no water expenses in the reference year unlike in the nearby Guban Pastoral zone where households paid for water. 

Expenditure on social services (health and education) was very low in the reference year. Proportionately, it 

comprised only 4-5% of annual cash spending for all wealth groups. A few villages have health facilities that offer 

free medical services and households purchase only those drugs not available at the facilities. Some other villages 

have no health facilities and households must seek medical services elsewhere, in some cases as far as Hargeisa, 

Borama and Burao which forces them to spend money on transport or pay for emergency services if they take an 

ambulance. Education is free in primary schools and only other school related expenses such as uniforms are 

purchased. Some madrasas also charge a fee for learners. 

 In this zone, households spent very little money on transport. The range was SLSH 25,000 to SLSH 

150,00/household/year for very poor and better-off respectively. Airtime and clothing expenses, although each 

proportionately less than 7% of annual expenditures, were nonetheless, priorities during the year.  

Middle and better off households also spent SLSH 150,000 and SLSH 462,000 respectively on food loan repayments. 

The poorer wealth groups also owed money for unpaid food loans from, in some cases, loans taken before the 

reference year as well as during the reference year itself. However, they lacked the income to pay off their debts. 

 

The main hazards affecting the pastoral economy in the West Golis Pastoral Livelihood zone are discussed below. 

Drought – This is the main hazard affecting the zone causing serious economic losses. Low rainfall is characteristic 

of the zone in general but severe droughts lasting several years affect the zone regularly (albeit periodically). In 

recent years, 2016 and 2017 were noted as particularly bad drought years. Drought and reduced rainfall lead to 

insufficient water and pasture availability, higher livestock mortality, reduced market value of animals, low levels 

of livestock conception and higher rates of miscarriage, low births and low milk production. These impacts on 

livestock production mean that pastoralists lose their main food and cash source. Droughts and reduced rainfall 

also affect cash crop production. 

Livestock diseases – This is also a chronic problem. Common livestock diseases include hiinkaar, senbab and 

hulumbe in goats, duufcade and hulumbe in sheep and dhugato, qanjoqanjood and ajar in camels.  

Environmental degradation – This is a common problem resulting from human activities notably deforestation 

from charcoal burning as well as from overgrazing due to a lack of proper rangeland management. Changing climatic 

conditions which are causing more frequent droughts and erratic rainfall are also contributing to this problem. 

Households implement a number of coping strategies in response to hazards. These include: 

Very poor and poor households 

Seek social support/external assistance – In a bad year, very poor and poor households seek social support locally 

including gifts and loans from family/relatives as well as humanitarian assistance from external agencies. 

Increased charcoal sales – Households produce more charcoal for sale in bad years. Charcoal is a major source of 

household energy and an important source of income as well as being a principal coping strategy especially for 

poorer households.  

Increased livestock sales – This strategy is applicable only to poor households who have more livestock than the 

very poor households. 

Reduced expenditure on non-food and non-essential items – Households reduce expenditure or completely forgo 

non-food items in order to free some cash to purchase food.  

Hazards & Response Strategies 
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Food loans – Food loans are commonly taken by households in the livelihood zone. However, in a bad year more 

food loans are taken. 

Migration – Migration to the Guban coastal plain and to Ogo where better water and pasture might be found. 

Middle and better-off households. 

Increased livestock sales – Middle and better-off households try to increase their cash income by selling more 

livestock. Even in a bad year, only a few more livestock are sold in order to retain a viable breeding herd. Moreover, 

this strategy is limited by the low price and poor body conditions of livestock during a drought crisis.  

Seek external assistance and social support – Middle and better-off households will reach out to family/relatives 

both locally and abroad to support them with remittances. 

Reduced expenditure on non-food and non-essential items – Households reduce expenditure or completely forgo 

non-food items in order to free some cash to purchase food.  

Migration – Migration to the Guban coastal plain and the Haud plateau in search of better water and pasture. 

Food loans – Food loans are commonly taken by households in the livelihood zone. However, in a bad year, more 

food loans are taken. Middle and better off households also seek cash loans in extremely bad years. 

 

The key parameters listed in the table below are food and income sources that make a substantial contribution to 

the household economy in the zone. These should be monitored to indicate potential losses or gains to local 

household economies, either through on-going monitoring systems or through periodic assessments.  

Item Key Parameter - Quantity Key Parameter – Price 

Livestock production • Camel sales (export) 

• Goat sales (export) 

• Sheep sales (export) 

• Camels’ milk 

• Goats’ milk  

• Camel sales (export) 

• Goat sales (export) 

• Sheep sales (export) 

Other food and cash 
income 

• Charcoal sales 

• Remittances/social support 

• Charcoal sales 

• Remittances/social support 

Expenditure  • Rice – consumer price 

• Wheat flour – consumer price 

• Pasta – consumer price 

• Sugar – consumer price 

• Oil – consumer price 

 

The recommendations presented below include those that were highlighted in interviews with the wealth group 

interviewees and in interviews with the community leaders. 

Key Parameters for Monitoring 

 

Programme Implications 



Northern Pastoral Livelihood Zone Profiles   SO01 (Guban), SO02 (West Golis), SO06 (Northern Inland)  49 
 

1. Health & Education – Improve access to education and health services by increasing the number of MCH clinics, 
providing specialised doctors, providing more health facilities, and increasing the number of primary and secondary 
schools at the village level.  

Health was a principal concern of all wealth groups (see table below). Education was a greater priority of 
the lower wealth groups as they typically migrate less and are often concentrated in settlements where 
schools and clinics are located.   

2. Water – Improve access to clean, good quality potable water 

Improved water access was a development priority put forward by all wealth groups and local community 
leaders. One concern is that in fragile environments, the development of water facilities encourages 
concentrated settlements, and this can lead to localised overgrazing and land degradation around water 
points.   

3. Agriculture – There are opportunities for some limited agricultural development along the riverways and 
valleys of the zone. Several communities noted that agriculture is a development priority in their area 
(kediga dhanan, Alaala cadka, Xamarta, Isha cadeyga, Dhabi hagoog, and Kalqorey). Agricultural 
investment was mentioned primarily by the lower wealth groups (as they already have one foot out of 
pastoralism) as well as by some community leaders.  

4. Livestock – Improve livestock production through better access to and availability of treatment for 
livestock diseases and to vaccines.  Support livestock fattening. 

These recommendations were proposed by the middle and better off households (see table below). 
5. Roads – Invest in the local road network and improve road conditions. 

 

The development recommendations 

presented by each wealth group are 

summarised in the table at left.  

All these suggestions require further 

detailed feasibility studies before 

determining which options are viable 

from an economic, financial, and 

social perspective.  

 

 

 

 

What is a MEB? 

A Minimum Expenditure Basket, or MEB, is a calculation of the cost of goods and services required to meet certain 

standards of living. MEBs comprise a food basket as well as non-food sector baskets such as shelter/home, water, 

WASH, clothes, education, health, transport/communication, community contributions, and safety & protection.  

MEBs can be calculated on a gradient of severity with upper poverty and lower poverty thresholds. The lower 

threshold measures severe poverty and is typically termed a survival MEB. It represents the barest minimum 

required to feed, house and clothe a family for survival. A sector standard MEB is designed around the notion of what 

it costs to meet minimum standards of wellbeing, health and dignity. The sector standard MEB is characterised by a 

higher quantity of, and more diversity of, essential items, and by more sector baskets. Both survival and standard 

MEBs are consumption or expenditure thresholds, that is, they calculate a cost of living benchmark. 

The MEB Threshold 

 

Very Poor Increase access to health clinics and MCH care health

Poor Increase school facilities + build 2ndy school education

PFHH Improve access to clean water + water tanks water

Invest in agricultural development agriculture

Provide access to business investment livelihoods

Middle Provide specialised doctors and improve MCH health

Better off Increase access to clean water + water tanks water

Build more schools + secondary school education

Increase livestock treatment and vaccines livestock

Improve roads roads

Leaders improve access to potable water water

improve health and education services health/education

invest in farming agriculture

improve road infrastructure roads

watershed management environment
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A MEB threshold is used in livelihood security analysis to measure income gaps. The critical question is do households 

earn sufficient income to meet their basic needs or a basic cost of living standard?  Where gaps exist, the MEB analysis 

can help planners determine how much is needed to bring households up to (or above) the MEB threshold and thus 

out of poverty and into livelihood security and resilience.   

The MEB in Somalia 

Somalia’s economy is characterised as a protracted complex emergency. Consequently, data collection on standard 

socio-economic indicators by the government has been very patchy and for this reason there is poor data on standard 

measures of national poverty.15  To fill this gap, other agencies, notably the FSNAU (The Food Security and Nutrition 

Analysis Unit) and FEWS NET provide vital price-monitoring data and livelihood analysis. Other critical poverty 

information includes past HEA baselines on local livelihoods.  

 

In 2009, HEA baseline data collected in Baidoa as well as in 2 other livelihood zones led to the creation of a MEB for 

Somalia. Since then, the Somalia MEB was used to calculate transfer values for cash-based programming. To allow 

for comparability from north to south, the Somalia MEB is calculated on a USD per household per month basis, using 

a standard household size of 6 across all regions.16 

 

The items selected in the Somalia MEB food and non-food baskets 

were guided by the HEA concepts of the survival and livelihood 

protection baskets. In HEA, the survival basket includes enough food 

to meet basic energy needs for survival as well as minimum non-food 

items to prepare food (water, cooking fuel, salt) plus soap for basic 

hygiene. The livelihood protection basket includes the survival basket 

plus basic livelihood inputs to protect livelihoods from erosion as well 

as minimum school, health, clothes, and household items to protect a 

very basic standard of living. These costs are taken from actual 

spending patterns by poor households in the reference year.17 The 

Somalia MEB is informed principally by the concept of the survival 

threshold, but a few livelihood protection goods are also included, such as health, education and clothing. In the 

table right, the yellow cells indicate items found both in the Somalia MEB and the SO02 HEA baskets. The items in 

the white cells are the ones that differ. Thus, the MEB and HEA baskets are not precisely the same although they 

share some similar concepts and some similar goods. 
 

There have been some adjustments to the value of the Somalia MEB since 2009. These changes have taken place in 

consultation with local stakeholders, principally the Interagency Cash Consortium Group (ICCG) and the Cash 

 
15  https://www.worldbank.org/en/programs/icp 
https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/poverty/brief/global-poverty-line-faq 
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SI.POV.NAGP?view=chart 
http://hdr.undp.org/en/countries/profiles/SOM 
 
16  The value of the initial MEB was based on data collected in the Baidoa urban HEA baseline assessment and as such it reflected 

urban cost of living thresholds. It was calculated as a monthly minimum expenditure basket using prices from March 2007 (the 

reference year). To keep the value of the MEB updated over time, the FSNAU carries out monthly market monitoring of 43 

essential items and 5 currency exchange rates in 70 markets across Somalia. With these regular price updates, the cost of the 

MEB can be re-calculated on an ongoing basis by region and the transfer value discussed, confirmed or modified as needed. 

17 Note that the Baidoa MEB did not include livelihood inputs. In part, this reflects that it was initially set up as an urban MEB. 
However, it is also in line with how MEBs are calculated elsewhere in the world (i.e, livelihood inputs are generally not included). 
 

Somalia MEB HEA thresholds

soap (laundry) soap

human  drugs human drugs

school fees  school costs

clothes clothes (@25%)

water

kerosene torches+batteries (@50%)

firewood spices/condiments (@50%)

grinding cost salt

social tax jerry cans

other animal drugs

transport (@50%)

airtime, cell phone (@50%)

tea/coffee

 Non-food basket

https://www.worldbank.org/en/programs/icp
https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/poverty/brief/global-poverty-line-faq
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SI.POV.NAGP?view=chart
http://hdr.undp.org/en/countries/profiles/SOM
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Working Group. This means that all stakeholders use the same MEB (tailored by region to reflect regional prices) to 

guide their cash-based programming.18  

MEB analysis 

The 2020 HEA baseline assessment in the SO02 West Golis Pastoral Livelihood Zone provided an opportunity to 

review the Somalia MEB against the current HEA data, to calculate a pastoral MEB by zone and to carry out two 

analyses: 

3) Compare the Somalia MEB by region against the pastoral MEB by zone and compare both to household 

spending patterns in the SO02 West Golis Pastoral Zone to inform whether some sector baskets need 

adjusting. 

4) Compare a pastoral MEB by zone with total annual household income to assess income gaps.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Composition of the pastoral MEB 

The starting point to calculating a sector standard MEB is the standards themselves. In this case, Sphere 

Humanitarian standards form the basis of the basket composition and quantity. The baskets are then tailored to 

reflect national standards (where they exist) and/or the local context, including local patterns of consumption and 

expenditure as captured in the HEA field data.  

Details of what is in each of the full MEB sector baskets is described below. 

Food sector basket:  The MEB food basket is reasonably diverse. It includes up to 10 different food items although 

fruit and vegetables comprise a single lump sum amount. All food items are locally specific. The basket includes rice, 

wheat flour, pasta, camel milk, goat milk, shoat meat, vegetable oil, ghee, sugar and vegetables/fruit.19 Food prices 

are relatively high in this zone because staple grains are not locally produced but are imported into the zone. 

 
18 (1) At the recommendation of the WASH sector partners, the water component in the MEB was increased from 5 to 9 drums 

to reflect Sphere standards (Somalia Cash and Markets Working Group, 2017: Recommended transfer values for cash-based 

interventions in the 2017 drought response.). (2) In 2017, concerns that cash transfer values were high led to a review of the 

composition of the MEB. These discussions prompted a reduction in the diversity of the food basket. For example, the new MEB 

comprises a very limited number of food items (red sorghum, cowpeas, vegetable oil and sugar) which are all items that are all 

relatively low cost than nonetheless meet basic energy and nutrition needs.  

 
19  Note that the MEB food basket is not a comprehensive LACON diet (Save the Children, 2012: A Cost of the Diet analysis in Bari 
District of Somalia, December 2012). In 2012, Save the Children estimated that the LACON diet, in their model, would cost 1,452% 
of the annual income of poor households (based on 2012 HEA data). 

Process 

6) Draft an extended list of items that compose each sector basket, reflecting sector standards. 

7) Gather prices for this extended list from principal markets in the livelihood zone. Calculate the average 

price across the principal markets. Use these prices to calculate the value of the MEB.   

8) Where there are price outliers, verify through other sources (i.e., FSNAU price monitoring data for the 

reference year). In addition, carry out a random cross-check of field prices with FSNAU market price data 

to ensure data reliability.  

9) Fine-tune the extended list by comparing the draft MEB with baseline household spending in the 

reference year by poor and middle households. In addition, compare the draft MEB with the Somalia 

MEB. Where there are significant differences, use this to inform the pastoral MEB basket of goods.  

10) Calculate the value of the pastoral MEB and apply to household income gap analysis to assess levels of 

poverty in the West Golis Pastoral Livelihood Zone. 
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Moreover, milk, which is largely consumed through own-milk production has a relatively high price in the market and 

this has the effect or raising the cost of the food basket. Other commodities, such as cooking oil, which is imported 

and purchased only when households’ own ghee or butter is insufficient, also has a high market price. To account for 

these issues, the HEA survival basket staple food price was applied to a certain proportion of milk, meat and 

ghee/butter purchases with the logic that in a typical year, these items are produced not purchased. This logic is also 

reflected in the HEA calculation of total income where milk, meat and cooking oil/ghee are calculated using the 

survival basket staple food price. For this reason, valuing own milk, meat and ghee in a consistent way with total 

income calculations is justified in the MEB.   

WASH sector basket:  The basket includes goods to maintain basic hygiene standards. Soap is the priority item and 

reflects Sphere standards: @ 2 bars of soap/person/month for all washing needs including bathing, hair, laundry and 

dishes. Other basic hygiene items have been added to the basket which are purchased less frequently.  These items 

are essential for good hygiene and as they are used daily, there is a lot of wear and tear and thus some replacement 

and/or repair costs are required. These items include: 2 x 10 litre jerry cans for hauling water; 0.5 x bucket with lid; 

0.5 x wash basin; 0.5 x kettle with lid for sterilisation; 0.5 x spade to dig and cover waste; lotion and cotton pads for 

a baby; and basic personal items (razor blades; female hygiene items; and combs). 

Note that the WASH basket for SO02 does not include water because in the West Golis Pastoral zone, none of the 

wealth groups purchased water in the reference year. 

Shelter & Home sector basket: The basket includes candles/matches for emergency lighting; 3 x torches and 

batteries for daily lighting; 1 x tarpaulin to keep goods dry in the rainy season; iodised salt to make food palatable 

and a small lump sum amount for tea/coffee. In addition, for items that are not purchased monthly or annually but 

are nonetheless periodically replaced and are essential for sleeping, cooking and eating as well as basic shelter, a 

minimum replacement/repair cost was added to the basket. These items per household include: 0.5 x local tool for 

home repair; 0.5 x cooking pot, 0.5 x food storage container, 0.5 x jug/calabash, 1 x utensils and cup/bowl, 1 x 

mosquito net, 1 x sleeping mat, and 1 x blanket. As pastoral populations typically keep household possessions to a 

minimum to facilitate migration, the replacement amounts in the MEB were also kept to a bare minimum. 

Clothes basket: The sector standard is 1 set of new (or gently used) clothes for each member of the household per 

year. This includes basic top and bottom as well as footwear. A sweater/jacket was not included as temperatures are 

typically hot throughout the year in this zone. 

Education sector basket:   Poor and middle households typically send 1.5 children to primary school, so the education 

basket was calculated on the basis of 1.5 students. The components of the basket include tuition, school uniform, 

pens/pencils, scribbler/notebook and school bag. Pocket money for snacks or school canteen was not included.  

Health sector basket:   The Sphere minimum requirement of 1 x medical consultation and treatment /person/year 

was applied. Consultation costs are free in this zone but a lump sum amount for treatment was applied based on 

actual expenditures in SO02. In addition, the cost of a very basic first aid kit (pain relief tablets and mosquito spray) 

was added. 

Transport & Communication:  No transport costs were included. Airtime credit for 1 x mobile phone/household was 

added to the basket. Note that 1-2 phones/household was typical for the very poor and poor in this zone. 

Community Contributions:  Zakat payment and contributions for Ramadan are included in the basket. The amounts 

were calculated using average livestock assets for poor and middle households.  

Livelihood inputs:  Whether to include a minimum amount for livelihood costs is a question of debate. In most MEB 

calculations, livelihood input costs are not included in the baskets on the basis that there is no consensus of the 

minimum required and inputs vary widely by wealth group depending on their assets. Another point is that livelihood 

expenditures can be accounted for by subtracting the cost from total household income and then comparing net 

income to the MEB benchmark. For this analysis, a small amount for animal drugs is included (using poor household 

expenditures as a guide).  
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Contingency:  No contingency amount has been added although some amount for extraordinary expenses is often 

included in a MEB. In the case of a pastoral MEB, the logic not to include a contingency amount is to reflect that 

savings for contingencies is also not included in total pastoral income. Households may have savings but because 

their savings are not generated through annual cash earnings but instead are kept “on the hoof” as livestock assets, 

it is not reflected in total income. As the MEB threshold is compared to total income in the HEA analysis, this approach 

seemed justified. Note that a small contingency amount is included in the Somalia MEB. 

 

How much does the MEB cost? 

Somalia MEB Woqooyi Galbeed and Togdheer Regions - According to the CMB for Somalia 

(FSNAU.org/sectors/market), the cash value for the total basket MEB for Woqooyi Galbeed and Togdheer Regions 

in March 2019 (the last month of the SO02 reference year) was US $138/HH6/month and US $149/HH6/month 

respectively.20  The essential items MEB is a survival basket and is comprised of 4 basic food items. The total basket 

MEB combines a more diverse food basket (8 items) with a non-food basket (10 items).  

SO02 Pastoral MEB – The value of the SO02 pastoral MEB for the Apr18/Mar19 reference year in the West Golis 

Pastoral livelihood zone is US $1,347/HH6/year or US $112/HH6/month. This includes a food basket (10 items) and 

8 sector non-food baskets. 

To compare the SO02 pastoral MEB with the Somalia MEB for Woqooyi Galbeed and Togdheer Regions, the value 

of each MEB is indicated in the table below. Price and exchange rate data came from FSNAU market monitoring 

and the FSNAU April 2020 CMB file as well as from SO02 HEA field data.  

 

 

The largest component (72%) in the SO02 pastoral MEB is the food basket. The proportionately high value of food 

compared to non-food expenses in the MEB is reasonable when compared to actual spending patterns in this 

pastoral zone. In SO02, in the Apr18/Mar19 reference year, poor and middle household food expenditures were 

70% and 60% of total annual spending respectively. Middle households met a further 18% of their annual food 

energy needs through own milk and meat consumption. Note that the food basket value in the Somalia MEB for 

Woqooyi Galbeed and Togdheer Regions is slightly higher than the SO02 pastoral MEB which could be due to the 

 
20 In the HEA analytical framework, it is the gap between total household income and the HEA thresholds in any given year 

that determines the transfer value rather than the total MEB value or HEA threshold itself. 

https://www.fsnau.org/sectors/markets 

 

Monthly

Household of: 6

W/Galbeed Region Togdheer Region Somalia MEB Total Basket

Sector Cost  per month SLSH USD Items USD USD Items (monthly)

WASH 52,410 5 12  items soap x 4 pcs, water x 9 drums

Shelter & Home 75,169 8 14 items firewood x 30 bundles, grinding x 30 kgs, kerosene x 1.5 ltr

Clothing 65,125 7 1 set/year lump sum SoSH 30,000

Education 43,010 4 2 students lump sum SoSH 90,000

Health 21,917 2 1 x person/year lump sum SoSH 20,000

Livelihood inputs 4,167 0.4 water, medicine

Community Contributions/tax 18,933 2 zakat, Ramadan lump sum SoSH 12,500

Transport & Communication 25,000 3 airtime x 1 phone

Food MEB 798,604 81 10 items 100 114 sorghum, wheat flour, cowpeas, oil, sugar, milk, meat, tea

Contingencies 0 0 lump sum SoSH 30,000

TOTAL 1,104,335 112 138 149

Total Non-food items (NFI MEB) 305,730 31 28% 38 35

Total Food MEB 798,604 81 72% 100 114

SO02 pastoral MEB 

March 2019Apr18/Mar19

https://www.fsnau.org/sectors/markets
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prices used for each food item. 21 The food basket composition also differs slightly. In the SO02 food basket, rice, 

wheat flour and pasta are the staple grains whereas in the Somalia MEB, the staples red sorghum and wheat flour 

are applied to the whole country.  

Overall, the total value of the NFI (non-food items) baskets in the SO02 MEB and the Somalia MEB is low compared 

to the food basket. However, the value seems reasonable when compared to actual household spending in the 

reference year. In the table below, household spending by poor and middle households is shown in the two 

columns at far right. Expenditures were adjusted to a household size of 6 for comparative purposes. The results 

show that in the Apr18/Mar19 reference year, poor households spent US $21/HH6/month on non-food items; 

middle households spent US $34/HH6/month and the NFI component of the SO02 pastoral MEB was US 

$31/HH6/month.22 For Woqooyi Galbeed and Togdheer Regions, the NFI value was US $38 and US $35 respectively. 

 

The results show that during a period of post-drought recovery, and with humanitarian assistance reduced to a low 

level, pastoralists from poor and middle groups spent mostly on their basic needs and kept overall spending to low 

levels. In particular, households in this zone spent very little on education.  Water is collected free of charge so in 

this zone there were no water expenses. Otherwise, aside from food, the largest expenditures were on qaat, 

clothing and cell phone airtime.    

The table at left looks at some of the sector basket 

costs in the Somalia MEB more closely to examine if 

some baskets are perhaps under-valued and if there 

is a case for revisions. For instance, a closer look at 

some specific sector costs compared to poor 

household spending shows that health and soap 

may in particular be too low. 

 
21  The USD amounts were calculated using the following exchange rates. USD 1 = SLSH 9837.3 and USD 1 = SOSH 30,908.8 
Note that the SLSH and SOSH exchange rates reflect the average for the Apr18/Mar19 reference year. The rates themselves are 
taken from FSNAU price monitoring data. 
 
22 There are challenges in making direct expenditure comparisons for some of the baskets because the expenditure figures do 

not include in-kind contributions such as from own production. This issue obviously affects food basket comparisons but also 

the community contribution (or social tax) basket. In the MEB, the value of zakat and contributions during Ramadan are given 

a dollar value whereas household spending on these items is through in-kind contributions such as the slaughter of own-meat 

and is therefore not included as an actual expenditure. For this reason, household spending for food and community tax is low 

compared to the MEB. 

 

Monthly

Household of: 6

W/Galbeed Region Togdheer Region Poor HH Middle HH

Sector Cost  per month SLSH USD USD USD USD USD

WASH 52,410 5 2 3

Shelter & Home 75,169 8 9 15

Clothing 65,125 7 4 7

Education 43,010 4 1 2

Health 21,917 2 1 2

Livelihood inputs 4,167 0.4 0 1

Community Contributions/tax 18,933 2 0 0

Transport & Communication 25,000 3 2 4

Food MEB 798,604 81 100 114 48 51

Contingencies 0 0 0 1

TOTAL 1,104,335 112 138 149 69 85

Total Non-food items (NFI MEB) 305,730 31 38 35 21 34

Total Food MEB 798,604 81 100 114 48 51

Apr18/Mar19

SO02 pastoral MEB 

March 2019Apr18/Mar19

Exchange rate = USD 1 = SOSH 30,908.8 and USD 1 = SLSH 9837.3 

(FSNAU price data, average Jan-Dec 2019). Poor HH = poor expenses 

 

Cost per month (HH6) March 2019

Somalia MEB W/Galbeed Region Poor HH

SoSH USD USD 

School fees 90000 2.91 1.4

Health costs 20000 0.65 1.4

Soap 4 pcs 1.2 2.1

Water 9 drums 10.7 0.0
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In sum, key points to highlight are: 

1. The value of health in the Somalia MEB for Woqooyi Galbeed and Togdheer Regions is low compared to the 
SO02 pastoral MEB and compared to poor and middle household expenditures. It is recommended that the 
health values be reviewed and potentially increased. 

2. The value for soap should be increased as it is low compared to actual expenditures and compared to 
sector recommendations. 

3. If a livelihood cluster approach is taken, food baskets should be adapted to better reflect the main food 
items consumed in those regions (i.e., rice not red sorghum in northern pastoral MEBs). 

 

The MEB, Total Income and Poverty analysis 

An analysis of the MEB expenditure threshold against total household annual income helps answer the question do 

households earn enough to meet the cost of their basic needs? To what extent can households from the different 

wealth groups afford the MEB basic basket of goods? The graph shows that a MEB based on minimum sector 

standards is comparatively high when measured against what households earn and produce. The overall value 

adjusted for a household of 7 and based on reference year prices is calculated at USD 1,572/HH7/year (or USD 

0.6/person/day). Middle household’s total income was USD 1,326/HH7/year (USD 0.5/person/day) which is below 

the cost of the MEB basket of goods. Better-off households produced and earned USD 1,626/HH7/year (or USD 

0.6/person/day) which was only slightly above the upper poverty line. See graph below. 

 

 

The sector standard MEB is high compared to total household annual income. The results indicate that most of the 

population (88% of households) would be considered poor by this standard. Arguably, some sector baskets could be 

adjusted downwards (such as reducing some school supplies and perhaps reducing 1-2 WASH items). Nonetheless, 

the initial results indicate that by and large, most households in the West Golis Pastoral Livelihood Zone do not earn 

enough income to pay for a basic basket of essential food and non-food items that meet minimum standards of 

wellbeing.  

However, there is one important point to bear in mind, and that is that in pastoral economies, limited household 

spending may in part reflect a choice and is not simply a function of poverty. For example, households may have 

significant savings “on the hoof”. Thus, total income does not truly reflect the limits of their income and expenditure 
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but rather their spending priorities and needs in that particular reference year. In SO02, middle households, for 

example, could potentially sell an additional 24 shoats and 3 camels without eroding the breeding potential of their 

herd. Poor households could sell an additional 11 shoats and the very poor an additional 4.5. Arguably, shoat sales 

during the reference year in particular were relatively low as households rebuilt their herds post-drought. For middle 

households, using shoat sale prices for the reference year, these livestock “savings” represent an additional SLSH 

9,000,000 which would be enough additional cash income to put them above the MEB threshold. For the poor, the 

sale of an additional 11 goats (i.e, livestock that could be sold without eroding the viability of the herd), when added 

to their cash income, would reduce the gap to USD 66/HH7/year or USD 5/HH7/month. 

Bearing in mind this caveat, the initial gap analysis shows that households face an income gap of US $51, $40 and 

$20/HH7/month for the very poor, poor and middle households respectively. To put this in perspective, the sale of 

a goat earned a household on average US $38/goat in the 2018/2019 reference year. To fill the gap, very poor, 

poor and middle households would roughly need to sell 16, 13 and 6 goats per year respectively. This is currently 

beyond the means of very poor and poor households. Certainly, this analysis reveals the level of poverty faced by 

many households. It also shows that pastoral economies are based on very limited material needs. 

This analysis can provide a platform for future discussions in Somalia about what constitutes minimum standards of 

well-being in northern pastoral zones and what might be included in a pastoral MEB in Somalia in future if a livelihood 

cluster approach is taken. 
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The Northern Inland Pastoral Livelihood Zone covers 

much of northern Somalia (incorporating both Puntland 

and Somaliland) and includes parts of 4 different regions 

(Sool, Sanaag, Bari and Nugal).23 The zone includes the 

districts of Caynabo, Ceel Afweyne, Ceerigaabo, Xudun, 

Laas Caanood, Talex, Las Qoray, Qardho, Garowe, 

Bandar Beyla, Iskushuban, Bossaaso, Qandala and Eyl. It 

is bordered to the north by East Golis Frankincense, 

Goats and Fishing zone; to the south  by the Hawd 

Pastoral zone; to the east by the Coastal Deeh Pastoral 

zone; and to the west by the West Golis Pastoral and 

Hawd Pastoral zone. The zone’s terrain ranges from arid 

to semi-arid with hot temperatures and with rainfall 

ranging between 100-200 mm. Rainfall is spread over 

two rainy seasons: the gu between April and June, and 

the deyr between October and December. Daily mean 

temperatures of 24-26 degrees Celsius are experienced 

throughout the year. The topography of this northern 

zone consists of sub-coastal mountainous areas, a high 

inland plateau and several valleys (the Gebi Valley, the 

Dharoor Valley and the Nugal Valley). The areas of 

higher elevation range from 900-2100 meters above sea 

level, but the highlands then slope gently downwards toward the Indian Ocean in the east where land eventually 

flattens into delta plains along the coast. The zone has a mix of soil types including sandy soils near the coast with 

increasing calcium carbonate and/or gypsum inland. The soils are not suitable for cultivation but support mainly 

scrub bush and acacia trees. On the plateau, sparse woodland areas are found along seasonal streams. In the 

valleys, there is savannah grassland. Over the years, tree cover has diminished due to charcoal production and 

increased demand for firewood and construction material.  

 

 
23 Fieldwork for the current profile was undertaken in February-March 2020. The information presented (including prices) refer 
to the reference year, which was the consumption year covering the period Oct18/Sept19. Provided there are no fundamental 
shifts in the economy, the information is expected to remain valid for approximately 5-10 years (i.e. until 2023-2028). 
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NORTHERN INLAND PASTORAL LIVELIHOOD ZONE   March, 2020 

 Summary: This is a pure pastoral zone covering much of northern Somalia (eastern Somaliland and Puntland) and includes 

parts of 4 different regions, Sool, Sanaag, Bari and Nugal. Camels, goats and sheep are the main livestock kept. Goat and 

sheep flocks are particularly large as small stock are well adapted to this zone. Households depend principally on the sale 

of livestock and livestock products to generate cash income. In the reference year, all wealth groups secured a major part 

of their income from livestock sales except very poor households whose major income sources were cash transfers and 

social support. Only middle and better off households sold camels and sold milk. For food energy, households mainly 

consumed purchased food. Market purchases contributed between 82%-90% of household annual food needs for all 

wealth groups in the Oct18/Sept19 reference year. Own milk was an important supplementary food too. Recurrent 

drought, livestock diseases and occasional conflict are the main hazards affecting livestock productivity in this zone. 

This profile contains additional analysis comparing household income to the Minimum Expenditure Basket (MEB) 

threshold. 

 

 Zone Description 

 

 

Northern Inland Pastoral Zone 

RURAL POPULATION BY DISTRICT & LZ - 2017

Region District

SO06

Sanaag Ceel Afweyn 36,954    

Sanaag Laasqoray/Badhan 144,118  

Sanaag Ceerigaabo 58,991    

Sool Laas Caanood 38,260    

Sool Caynabo 34,297    

Sool Taleex 59,950    

Sool Xudun 27,036    

Bari Bandar bayla, Bosaso 13,313    

Bari Iskushuban 24,660    

Bari Qandala, Qardho 26,498    

Nugaal Eyl 24,297    

Nugaal Garowe 92,209    

TOTALS 580,583  
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The main water sources in this zone include seasonal water courses, shallow and deep wells, boreholes and berkads 

which are utilized in both wet and dry season depending on the locality. Water tracking is carried out in the dry 

season. In the reference year, all households paid for water for domestic use, spending between USD 0.175 and 

USD 0.3 per day. All wealth groups also paid for water for livestock. Typically, they spent between USD 3 and USD 

39 per month for at least 6 months of the year. The exception was the very poor households who spent nothing on 

water for livestock.  

The Northern Inland Pastoral zone is a pure pastoral zone 

compared to nearby zones where pastoralism is supplemented 

by other economic activities. The livestock reared include 

camels, goats and sheep. Goats and sheep are kept in the 

largest numbers because they are well adapted to the local 

environment and are less expensive to maintain than camels. 

All livestock graze freely on grass and browse.  Livestock are 

sold by all wealth groups to generate cash income. Poorer 

households sell only small stock, but wealthier households sell 

both camels and small stock. During the Oct18/Sep19 reference 

year, livestock herds showed good signs of recovery following  

the extended 2016-2017 drought. Due to the lag time between 

the return of good rainfall, livestock conception and then the 

birth of new stock, it can take a couple of seasons before herd 

recovery is seen. In the tables at left, camel and goat herd 

dynamics for the reference year are shown for three wealth 

groups (poor, middle and better off). The base number 100 is 

used for comparability across species and wealth groups. 

Positive herd growth signals the start of the recovery process, 

helped by the low incidence of livestock disease in the 

reference year. 

Camels and goats are both milked during the wet seasons 

although the poor have access to goat milk only. Camels produce more milk, fetch a higher market price and are 

also used for transport as pack camels but only middle and better off households owned a significant number of 

camels (7-8 and 17 camels respectively). By contrast, poor households owned 0-1 camels.  In the reference year, 

on average camels were milked for just 6 months of the year with peak periods occurring in the rainy seasons. 

During these periods, camels produced 1.5-2.5 liters of milk per animal per day.  Goats produced 0.5 liters per day 

over a 3-month period in the wet season.  

During the reference year, livestock migration was limited to nearby areas within the livelihood zone because of 

the widespread availability of pasture, browse and water following the average deyr rains of 2018 in most part of 

the zone. However, in a bad year or in areas that did not experience good deyr rains, livestock migration extends 

further afield to other parts of the zone that have had good rains, such as Noobir (in the Coastal Deeh), as well as 

outside the zone to areas including Aduun and the Hawd plateau. In extreme cases, whole households move with 

the livestock. 

Overall, the zone is well served by communication services through cell phone coverage. Education and health 

services are basic but are also available locally. Local schools are primary level only. In many villages there are MCH 

(Mother Child Health) facilities as well as health posts some of which are free, and some are fee-per-service. During 

village key informant interviews, health care and education services were identified as development priorities.  

Other services and facilities including electricity, credit, and sanitation are poor. Most homes use open air rather 

than indoor latrines. There is no electricity in the zone and also no savings and credit facilities. Credit is typically 

accessed through traders and local shop owners. The zone is well-served by humanitarian agencies including WFP, 

SCI Somalia/Somaliland, World Vision International, WHH, HPA, Islamic Relief, Concern Worldwide and local NGOs.  

Camels Poor Middle Better-off 

Start ref yr total 100 100 100 

Adult females 0 43 53 

No. born 0 29 27 

No. sold 0 18 13 

No. slaughtered 0 0 0 

No. died 0 0 0 

No bought 0 0 0 

End ref yr total 100 111 113 

Goats Poor Middle Better-off 

Start ref yr total 100 100 100 

Adult females 57 50 50 

No. born 67 45 46 

No. sold 43 23 17 

No. slaughtered 10 8 7 

No. died 5 5 10 

No bought 0 0 0 

End ref yr total 110 110 111 
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The zone occasionally experiences some localized clan and political conflict. Political conflict mainly involves 

Somaliland and Puntland’s battle over disputed areas of Sool and Sanaag. 

The main hazards affecting the zone are drought, livestock diseases and occasional conflict. As in the rest of Somalia, 

the severe drought of 2015-2017 exacted a huge toll on lives and livelihoods in the zone. That drought was 

particularly severe due to what the community identified as climate change impacts. 

 

The zone is served by both tarmac and dirt roads. Major roads in the zone include the Somalia main road from 

Mogadishu to Hargeisa, the Ceerigaabo road, and the Bosaso to Garowe road. Overall, road access in both wet and 

dry season is considered average and market access is relatively good as urban areas are close. However, during 

the rainy season, some interior dirt roads become impassable.  

Key markets for both livestock and food purchase are found inside and outside of the livelihood zone. These key 

market hubs include Burao, Garowe, Qardho, Laas Caanood, Bosaso and Berbera. District capitals within the zone 

are also important trading centres. Village markets are mostly used by the poor who cannot afford transport to 

major market centres. 

In this pure pastoral economy, trade in livestock and livestock 

products forms a central activity for local communities. Camel milk 

is sold when in season providing an important income source for 

the middle and better of households. Livestock are sold on both a 

local and an export basis although local sales were higher in the 

reference year. Livestock are sold throughout the year however in 

the reference year peaks occurred in July-August which coincided 

with annual Islamic festivals. Sales also peak during the rainy season 

in November-December and April-May when livestock body 

conditions are good. During the Oct18/Sep19 reference year, sale 

prices for goats in local hub markets were relatively high compared 

to previous drought years (see table at left, black line).  Post-

drought, markets were again favourable to pastoralists as surviving 

livestock regained their body conditions.    

Households in this livelihood zone depend heavily on markets to 

buy most of their food as well as their other essential items. 

Households purchase staple and non-staple food items including 

rice, wheat flour, pasta, sugar, cooking oil and vegetables 

throughout the year. Reliance on purchased food is higher during 

the dry season when milk supply is low. These goods are sourced 

from outside the zone. Staple grains, for  instance, are imported 

from India, Pakistan and Oman and arrive in the region through the ports of Bosaso and Berbera. During the 

Oct18/Sep19 reference year, imported rice prices were higher than in the preceding 2015-2018 period (see table 

at left, black line). Rice prices are fairly stable during the year but there are some upward and downward price 

fluctuations from year to year as shown in the graph.  

The urban areas of Bosaso, Burco, Berbera, Garowe, Qardho, Laas Caanood and other main district towns provide 

a good chance for both local and migrant casual work such as construction labour. However, casual labour is not a 

main income source in this zone. A few people still undertake casual labour throughout the year with an estimated 

5% working in the local rural areas, 60% in local towns and 35% working outside the livelihood zone. Others also 

migrate into the livelihood zone especially to main urban areas to engage in  construction labour and petty trade. 

Markets 
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The baseline assessment refers to a very specific twelve-month period called the reference year. In the Northern 

Inland Pastoral Livelihood Zone, the reference year covered the period from October 2018 to September 201924.  

All information described in this report related to prices, actual incomes earned, expenditures and foods refers to 

that specific period. 

During community leader interviews, key informants were asked to rank the last five years in terms of seasonal 

performance with ‘1’ indicating a poor season and ‘5’ an excellent season. The table below which summarizes the 

responses of the community leaders, shows the reference year was classified as an average year. 

 

Consumption 
Year Season Rank Critical Events Response 

2019 Deyr 4 

Good rainfall, good pasture & water 
availability, good milk production, good 
livestock body conditions, low livestock 
diseases 

 

2019 Gu 4 

Good rainfall, good pasture & water 
availability, good milk production, good 
livestock body conditions, low livestock 
diseases 

 

2018 Deyr 3 

Average rainfall, average pasture & water 
availability, average milk production, good 
livestock body conditions, low livestock 
diseases, good livestock prices 

Supplementary fodder for 
livestock, water trucking, 
livestock migration, 
humanitarian aid 

2018 Gu 3 

Average rainfall, average pasture & water 
availability, average milk production, good 
livestock body conditions, low livestock 
diseases, good livestock prices 

Livestock migration, 
humanitarian assistance 

2017 Deyr 1 

Drought/very low rainfall, low/no pasture 
& water, no/low milk production, livestock 
diseases, livestock deaths, low livestock 
prices, malnutrition 

Abnormal livestock migration, 
humanitarian (cash/food) aid, 
government aid, livestock sales 

2017 Gu 1 

Drought/low rainfall, poor pasture & water 
availability, no/low milk production, 
livestock diseases, livestock deaths, low 
livestock prices, malnutrition 

Abnormal livestock migration, 
humanitarian (food/cash) aid, 
social support 

2016 Deyr 1 

Drought, no pasture, low water availability, 
no milk production, livestock diseases, 
livestock deaths, low livestock prices, 
malnutrition  

Abnormal livestock migration to 
Hawd, Coodanle, Deex Puntland, 
water trucking, humanitarian 
aid 

 
24 In HEA, a reference year is a 12-month period to which all the data applies. In agricultural areas, the reference year starts at 
the start of the main harvest which marks the end of the annual ‘hunger season’ whereas in the pastoral areas the reference 
year begins at the start of the main rainy season when pasture availability and animal body conditions improve and milk 
availability is also good. Improved milk availability marks the end of the annual “hunger period’ for the pastoral communities. 
The reference year should be a recent relatively average year. It is a recent year to enable communities to easily recall the events 
in that year. In terms of selection of the appropriate reference year, a timeline is carried out looking back at the last five years 
and looking at how the different seasons performed and their impact on household food and livelihood security. In the case of 
Northern Inland Pastoral Livelihood zone, looking at the rainfall performance in the last 5 years between 2015 and 2019. The 
deyr of 2018 which marks the main rainy season in this zone performed well compared to the other previous years which were 
mostly dry with no rains.  The 2018 gu had also been average. In 2019 both the gu and deyr seasons had average rainfall. 
However, since the reference year is a complete 12 month period starting at the beginning of the main rains, selecting the year 
from October (start of deyr  rains) to September  would give a complete year to which the baseline data refers. 

Timeline and Reference Year 
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2016 Gu 1.5 

Poor rainfall, poor pasture & water 
availability, poor milk production, poor 
livestock body conditions, livestock 
diseases, livestock deaths  

livestock migration to Ainaba 
area, migration of whole 
household away, humanitarian 
aid, social support, credit 

2015 Deyr 3 

Average rainfall, average pasture & water 
availability, average milk production, good 
livestock body conditions, low livestock 
diseases, good livestock prices 

Livestock migration, 
humanitarian assistance 

2015 Gu 3 

Average rainfall, average pasture & water 
availability, average milk production, good 
livestock body conditions, low livestock 
diseases, good livestock prices 

Livestock migration, charcoal 
and firewood sales, 
humanitarian aid 

 

The Northern Inland Pastoral zone has two rainy seasons followed by two dry seasons. The first rainy season, gu, 

starts in April through June and the second rainy season, deyr, starts in September/October through December. 

The two dry seasons are Jilaal (January-March) and hagaa (July-September). During the wet season surface water 

and pasture availability for livestock production improves thereby increasing livestock reproduction and 

productivity.  

 

The pastoral economy revolves around these four seasons. Rains bring renewed pastures and water sources are 

also replenished. With the renewal of browse and water, livestock are brought back from dry season grazing areas 

to the wet season areas. Livestock body conditions improve during these months leading to an increase in milk 

production and to higher livestock prices. In general, camels lactate throughout the year. However, in the reference 

year, middle and better off households, who alone of the four wealth had lactating camels, only secured camel milk 

for 6 months of the year due to the previous years’ stress on camels. Goats were milked for just 3 months, mainly 

during the wet season. Both camel and goat milk production peaked during the gu and deyr rainy seasons.  

Seasonal Calendar 
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Livestock migration patterns are determined by the availability of water and pasture. Livestock are moved 

throughout the year to different grazing areas and there are both dry and wet season grazing areas. Most of these 

areas are found within the livelihood zone although in extreme conditions, livestock are taken outside of the 

livelihood zone. 

Livestock sales generally occur throughout the year however in the reference year sales peaked between July and 

August which coincided with annual Islamic festivals. Sales also peak during the rainy season in October-December 

as well as in April-June when livestock body conditions are good. 

The lean period or the annual hunger period occurs mainly during the two dry seasons jilaal (January-March) and 

hagaa (July-September). Staple food prices also peak during the dry seasons. 

 

 In this zone, households can be 

categorized into four broad wealth 

groups. The table to the right 

summarizes the key characteristics 

and productive assets of the four 

main wealth groups at the start of 

the reference year, including the 

percentage breakdown that they 

constitute in the zone. The yellow 

bars indicate the percent of female-

headed households within each 

group. A separate set of productive 

assets figures is provided for poor 

female-headed households on the 

right side of the table.  

The main determinant of wealth in 

this livelihood zone is the number 

of livestock owned. The more 

livestock a household owns, the 

greater their access to food and 

cash income. Livestock provide 

direct access to food in the form of 

milk and meat and are also the 

primary means of obtaining cash 

income through live animal sales 

and milk sales. Camels are the most 

valuable animals as they provide 

milk for most part of the year and 

fetch a higher price from sale 

compared to shoats (sheep and 

goats). However, goats and sheep 

are kept in the largest numbers because they are well adapted to the local environment and are less expensive to 

maintain than camels.  

Poorer households in the Northern Inland Pastoral zone are characterized by very low livestock holdings. During 

the reference year, they owned only goats and sheep. Moreover, they owned no camels and donkeys and their 

Wealth Breakdown and Productive Assets 

 

Very poor 

 Poor            

male-         

headed Middle Better off 

Poor             

female     

headed

Camels 0 0.5 7 15 0

Pack camels 0 0 1.0 1.5 0

Goats 7 21 40 70 15

Sheep 1 14 28 58 9

Donkeys 0 0 0.5 0.5 0

Phones 1.5 2 2.5 3 1.5

HH size 7 7 7 7 6

Number of wives 1 1 1 1.5

Students - primary 1.5 2 1 0 2

Students - secondary 0 1 0 0 0

Income source #1 cash transfers livestock sales livestock sales livestock sales livestock sales

Income source # 2 social support social support milk sales milk sales cash transfers

Income source # 3 livestock sales cash transfers 0 0 social support
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combined flock of sheep and goats was less than 10. Households in the poor male-headed category on average 

owned 0-1 camels, 23 goats and 15 sheep. Poor female-headed households had smaller herd sizes than male-

headed households: on average, 0 camels, 17 goats and 10 sheep. Neither poor male-headed nor poor-female 

headed households owned pack camels and donkeys. Middle households typically owned about 7 camels, 44 goats, 

32 sheep, 1 pack camel and 0-1 donkeys. Better off households owned about 17 camels, 78 goats, 67 sheep,1-2 

pack camels and 0-1 donkeys. Pack camels and donkeys were used for transport.  

Livestock are owned by the household, but men make major decisions about the herd. Men and boys look after 

camels and also milk them whereas women and girls look after and milk small stock. Market selling of livestock is 

done by men although women sell small stock locally. Milk selling is done by both men and women.  

Female-headed households make up a portion of almost all wealth groups with higher proportions found in the 

lower two wealth groups. During field work, in depth interviews were conducted with poor female-headed 

households. This is a group that has similar characteristics to poor male-headed households and who face similar 

constraints but are further disadvantaged by a lack of adult male labour. During the reference year, poor female-

headed households had a similar asset profile to poor male-headed households but owned slightly fewer livestock.  

Poor and middle households comprise the largest wealth groups in the zone, around 38% and 29% of the 

households respectively. The very poor make up 22% of households whereas the better off comprise only 11%.  

When we compare the new baseline (reference year 2018/2019) with the old baseline (reference year 2009/2010) 

there are several changes to note. First, the proportion of households in each wealth group changed over the last 

9-10 years. Notably, the proportion of households classified as “middle” in the old baseline (50%) decreased to 29% 

in the recent baseline. Proportionately, the better off also decreased (from 20% to 11%) whereas the poorest 

wealth groups in the communities increased from 30% to 60%. The downward economic slide of households likely 

reflects the lingering effect of the extended 2015-2017 drought and the resulting impoverishment from large 

livestock losses. 

Second, household sizes have also changed. Currently, households across all wealth groups have an average size of 

7 whereas 9 years previously the household sizes were 6, 8 and 10 for the poor, middle and better off respectively. 

Third, small stock herd sizes decreased substantially. 

The table at left illustrates the changes in livestock 

holdings between the two different baselines. For 

instance, in the new baseline, poor households on 

average owned 38 shoats by the end of the reference 

year.  In the old baseline, poor households on average 

owned 58 shoats. The same trend was evident for the 

other wealth groups too. For better off households, 

shoat herds decreased from an average of 200 

shoats/household in September 2010 to only 145 

shoats/household in September 2019. The decline in herd sizes (especially shoats) reflects the severity of the 2015-

2017 drought crisis coupled with the toll of livestock disease.  

The graph next page summarises the sources of food, quantified as kilocalories, for households in different wealth 

groups in the livelihood zone for the period October 2018 to September 2019. The reference year starts with 

October because it is the beginning of the main rainy season when milk production peaks and the lean season 

comes to an end. Food is presented as a percentage of 2100 kcal per person per day for the 12-month period.  

Herd sizes 
end of ref yr 

Poor Middle Better-off 

2018/2019 15-35 goats 

5-25 sheep 

0-1 camels 

20-60 goats 

20-45 sheep 

4-12 camels 

43-100 goats 

35-100 sheep 

8-26 camels 

2009/2010 32 goats 

26 sheep 

0 camels 

70 goats 

60 sheep 

4-6 camels 

110 goats 

90 sheep 

12-15 camels 

Sources of Food 
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The primary means of obtaining food in this livelihood zone is through market purchase. All households relied on 

market purchase to meet over 80% of their minimum kilocalorie requirement in the reference year. Rice, wheat 

flour and pasta were the main staples purchased by all wealth groups which together secured just over 50% of their 

annual food needs.  Households also purchased vegetable oil and sugar as well as vegetables. These non-staple 

food items comprised 30%-31% and 37% of the annual food needs of the lower wealth groups (very poor, poor 

male-headed and poor female-headed households) and upper wealth groups (middle and better off) respectively. 

Middle and better off households supplemented purchased food with milk and meat from their own livestock. Own 

milk and meat accounted for 19-23% of the annual food needs in the reference year. This represents production 

from 2 and 4 lactating camels, and 18 and 17 lactating goats 

for middle and better off households respectively. Camels 

were milked for 6 months in the reference year with milk 

yield of about 2.5 liters per animal per day during the rainy 

season and 1.5 liter per animal per day in the dry seasons. 

Lactation period for goats was limited to 3 months during 

the year with yields of 0.5 liters per animal per day. An 

additional 1-3% of food energy came from own meat. 

Very poor, poor male-headed and poor female-headed 

households secured only a small amount of food energy 

from own livestock production (3%, 9% and 8% 

respectively).  Households in the lower wealth groups did 

not have any lactating camels as they mostly owned small 

stock only. Very poor households had 5 lactating goats, 

poor male-headed households had 14 milk goats and poor 

female-headed households had 10. The graph to the right 

shows the proportion of own milk from goats which 

provided 8% and 7% of their minimum food needs for poor 

male-headed and p oor female-headed households 

respectively.  Meat from slaughter of small stock during the 

year accounted for 0-1% of annual calorie needs for the lower wealth groups. 
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The graph shows sources of food for poor female-
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In the graph, food access is expressed as a percentage of minimum food requirements, taken as an average 

food energy intake of 2100 kcals per person per day for the October 2018 - September 2019 reference year.   
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 During the reference year, poorer households could not meet all their annual food energy needs from market 

purchase and livestock production alone. These two main food sources were also supplemented with rice and oil 

from food aid and gifts (4-10%). Food aid including school feeding contributed 7%, 1% and 4% to the annual food 

requirements of the very poor, poor male-headed and poor female-headed respectively. Gifts contributed 3% of 

the annual food requirements for each of the group.  

When we compare the new HEA baseline (reference year 2018/2019) with the old HEA baseline (reference year 

2009/2010), one notable change was in the amount of staple food purchased annually by the various wealth groups.  

Poor households bought more staple food in the new baseline (750 kg rice and wheat) compared to the old baseline 

(630 kg rice and wheat) which likely reflects smaller goat herds and lower milk production. By contrast, better off 

households purchased much less staple food. In the new baseline, on average, they bought around 690 kg of rice 

and wheat whereas in the old baseline, better off households -- who had very large families -- bought around 1,160 

kg of rice and wheat.  A second change of note is that in the new baseline, all wealth groups bought pasta whereas 

10 years ago only better off households bought pasta. Third, in the new baseline, households on the whole did not 

buy pulses whereas in the old baseline, middle and better off households bought small amounts of pulses, mostly 

cowpeas, which accounted for 2-3% of required calories. 

 

The graph below presents information on sources and amounts of cash incomes earned during the reference year 
October 2018 - September 2019, disaggregated by wealth group.  

Livestock are pastoralists’ main asset and also their main income source. For middle and better off households, 

their herds were large enough that they were able to obtain all (100%) of their cash income from livestock 

production, mainly from the sale of livestock but also supplemented from the sale of camel milk. In the reference 

year a typical better off household sold 2 camels, 12 goats and 5 sheep. A typical middle household sold 1 camel, 9 

goats and 2-3 sheep. Camels were mainly sold locally for USD 430 per head. Goats and sheep were sold both for 

local and export markets for USD 50 per head.  

Sources of Cash Income 
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The graph provides a breakdown of total annual cash income by wealth group in US dollars (USD) according to 

income source. 
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By contrast, the very poor, poor male-headed and poor female 
headed households did not sell any camels. Instead, they sold 
small stock only. Nonetheless, poor male-headed households 
obtained a major proportion of their annual cash income from 
livestock sales (65% of annual cash earnings). This translated 
into the sale of 9 goats and 5-6 sheep.  For the very poor and 
poor female-headed households, livestock sale income 
accounted for only 25% and 40% of their annual cash earnings 
in the reference year (3-4 and 5-6 goats and 1 and 2-3 sheep 
sold respectively).  For poor female-headed households, who 
sold fewer small stock than poor male headed-households, 
they consequently earned less (US $400) than male-headed 
households (US $725) in the reference year. Poor female-
headed households moreover sold livestock mainly in local 
markets whereas the very poor and poor male-headed 
households sold livestock in local markets and for export. 

For the lower wealth groups, limited income from livestock 

sales in the reference year meant a greater reliance on cash 

transfers and social support. Cash transfers accounted for 44% 

of the total cash income of the very poor, 13% of the poor 

male-headed households and 42% of the poor female-headed households. Social support from the extended family 

was the third principal income source and comprised 32%, 22% and 16% of the annual cash income of the very 

poor, poor male-headed and poor female-headed households respectively. These figures highlight the finding that 

for the very poor and poor female headed households, most of their cash income was secured from remittances, 

gifts, zakat and cash transfers. Together, these sources comprised 76% and 58% of their total cash income in the 

reference year. By contrast, for poor male headed households, their primary income source was goat and sheep 

sales (65% of annual cash income). See graph at right.  These differences in income sources reflect a fundamental 

difference in their asset profiles. 

Another fundamental difference, in this case in labour, also led to real differences in how much income was earned 

during the reference year.   A significant finding is that poor male-headed earned US $175 or 16% more than the 

poor female-headed households in the reference year. Poor male-headed households have a labour advantage as 

there are more adult males in the household and this additional labour translated into more income compared to 

poor female-headed households. 

The table below presents the range of annual incomes recorded for the four wealth groups,  

 

 Very Poor Poor PFHH Middle Better Off 

Annual cash 
income in USD 

~495 – 1,077 ~849 – 1,256 ~760 – 1,070 ~1,350 – 1850 ~1,560 – 
2,975 

SLSH 
equivalent 

~4,733,982                             
- 10,299,997 

~8,119,496                             
- 12,011,882 

~7,268,336                             
- 10,233,052 

~12,910,860                             
- 17,692,660 

~14,919,216                             
- 28,451,710 

USD pppd 0.2 – 0.4 0.3 – 0.5 0.35 – 0.5 0.5 – 0.7 0.6 – 1.2 

Sources of cash income for poor female-headed and 

poor male-headed households. 
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 When we compare the new HEA baseline (reference 

year 2018/2019) with the old HEA baseline (reference 

year 2009/2010), there are several changes to highlight. 

First, in the new baseline, households from all wealth 

groups sold fewer small stock. To illustrate, middle 

households sold 11-12 goats and sheep in the new 

baseline whereas in the old baseline they typically sold 

23 goats and sheep.  One reason for reduced small stock 

sales in 2018-2019 is that post-drought, herd sizes were 

smaller. Moreover, post-drought, households were 

interested in limiting sales to promote herd recovery.  

This meant that the overall cash income earned from 

small stock was much lower in the current baseline 

compared to the old baseline.  

Second, camel milk sales by middle and better off 

households were much lower in the 2018-2019 reference year compared to 10 years ago. Middle and better off 

households sold 4-13% of the total camel milk produced whereas in the old baselines they sold 40-46% of camels’ 

milk produced (see income graph above which shows that cash earned from livestock product sales comprised over 

20% of better off households annual income in 2009/2010). Moreover, all wealth groups including the poor sold 

some goat milk in the old baselines whereas in the new baselines, goat milk was not sold by any wealth group.  

Third, in the new baseline, poor households relied on cash transfers and social support to make up their cash gap. 

Casual labor and minor self-employment activities took place in the 2018-2019 reference year, but these income 

sources were not typical. By contrast, in the old baselines, most poor households typically engaged in casual 

employment and/or self-employment activities such as construction labour and firewood/charcoal sales. They also 

took out loans and received cash gifts from better off neighbors and relatives. In the new baseline, the poor did not 

have access to cash loans.   

 

All information in this section relates to the specific twelve-month period October 2018 to September 2019. While 

absolute expenditure increases with wealth group in line with total cash income, the expenditure breakdown by 

percent in the graph above demonstrates how much expenditure was spent on different categories. 

In any given year, households spend money on a range of essential items and services. These include food (both 

staple and non-staple), household items, productive inputs, social services (health and education), clothing as well 

as other non-essential items. In this reference year, a very high proportion of annual cash was spent on food (staple 

and non-staple). Purchase of staple cereals (rice, wheat flour and pasta) alone accounted for 46%, 39%, 38%, 30% 

and 21% of the annual expenditures of very poor, poor male-headed, poor female-headed, middle and better off 

households respectively. Non-staple expenditure on sugar, cooking oil and small amounts of vegetables accounted 

for an additional 17%-26% of total expenditures across the wealth groups bringing total food purchase to 62% and 

72% of annual cash spending for the poor and very poor, and to 38% and 54% for the better-off and middle 

households.  

In addition to food, households also bought essential household items including tea, salt, soap, lighting accessories, 

utensils, sleeping mats, jerrycans and a little qaat.  These items accounted for 8%-10% of annual cash spending 

across all wealth groups. Notably, in the Northern Inland Pastoral zone, spending on qaat was relatively low and 

only middle and better off households typically bought qaat during the year. This result contrasts with findings in 

the Guban Pastoral zone, where spending on qaat was relatively high (and where aid transfers were likewise high).  

Expenditure Patterns 

 

Source: FSNAU Sool Baseline Report August 2011. Note: dark blue 

bar = livestock sales 

Cash income by wealth group, Sool Plateau, 2009/2010 
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Water was an important essential expense during the reference year. All wealth groups paid for water for domestic 

use and for livestock use. Very poor households spent around USD 64 on water in the year. Their expenditure was 

the lowest as they paid for water for domestic use only.   The remaining households paid for water for both human 

and livestock consumption with the poor male-headed households spending USD 118, poor female-headed USD 

91, middle households USD 217 and better off households USD 344 on water during the year. In addition to 

spending on water for livestock, the middle and better off wealth groups also invested in animal drugs. The 

expenses were low in the reference year with middle and better off spending USD 20 and USD 40 respectively. 

Expenditure on social services (health and education) was very low in the reference year. Two patterns stand out.  

First, the upper wealth groups did not prioritize spending on education. Indeed, the better off did not spend 

anything on average on education during the reference year as their children were needed to help herd livestock. 

By contrast, very poor, poor male-headed and poor female-headed saw education as a priority expenditure. For 

the lower wealth groups, spending on education alone comprised 6%, 9% and 11% of the annual expenditures of 

the very poor, poor male-headed and poor female-headed households respectively. This pattern clearly reflects 

that the poorer wealth groups see their future balanced between livestock production and economic activities 

requiring literacy, a situation perhaps forced on them by their low herd sizes and precarious footing in the pastoral 

economy. The second trend during the year was the extremely low spending on health. Middle and better off 

households only spent on average USD 10 each on health in the reference year whereas the poor wealth groups 

spent nothing. This pattern was a function of access to health care in the zone, general health outcomes in the 

reference year, and money available to purchase needed medication.  

Clothing was also an essential expenditure during the year and accounted for 5-9% of all wealth groups’ total annual 

cash spending. Mobile airtime was also considered an essential expense and all wealth groups spent money during 

the year on airtime. By comparison, transport expenses were only affordable for the poor, middle and better off 

households who spent USD 7, USD 12 and USD 100 respectively during the year. Expenditure on transport was 

relatively high for better off households as only the better off and middle households used lorries in the reference 

year to transport their animals during livestock migration. Very poor and poor female-headed households did not 

spend any money on transport during the reference year.  
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Northern Pastoral Livelihood Zone Profiles   SO01 (Guban), SO02 (West Golis), SO06 (Northern Inland)  69 
 

Other expenses incurred by the wealthier households in reference year included food loan repayments and cash 

gifts to the poorer wealth groups.  Middle households spent USD 50 and USD 45 on food loan repayments and cash 

gifts while better off households spend USD 200 and USD 90 respectively.  

 

The main hazards affecting the economy in the Northern Inland Pastoral Livelihood zone are discussed below. 

Drought – Low and erratic rainfall is considered the principal chronic hazard affecting this zone every year leading 

to water shortages causing serious economic losses. Periodic, recurrent drought is also common and in recent years, 

2016 and 2017 were notably marked by severe drought. Drought and reduced rainfall lead to insufficient water and 

pasture availability; high livestock mortalities, poor livestock body conditions and reduced market value; very low 

levels of livestock conception; high rates of livestock miscarriage; and very low milk production. These impacts on 

livestock production mean that pastoralists lose their main source of cash and food.  

Livestock diseases – This is also a chronic problem. Common livestock diseases include senbab and measles in goats, 

fiish and measles in sheep and dhugato and kurunkuur in camels.  

Environmental degradation – This is a common problem resulting from human disturbance in the form of 

deforestation and overgrazing as well as lack of overall proper rangeland management. Changing climatic 

conditions are furthermore causing more frequent recurrent droughts which is also contributing to this problem. 

Conflict and insecurity – Occasionally there are localized clan and political conflicts. Political conflict is mainly over 

the disputed areas of Sool and Sanaag in the self-declared autonomous regions of Somaliland and Puntland. 

Conflicts affect market access and prices as well as affects the lives and safety of the local population. 

Households implement several coping strategies in responses to hazards. These include: 

Very poor and poor households 

Seek social support/external assistance – in a bad year very poor and poor households seek social support locally 

including gifts from family/relatives and aid. 

Casual labor, self-employment and labor migration – A few people engaged in these activities in the reference 

year. However, in an extremely bad season the activities are intensified. 

Increased livestock sales – This strategy is applicable only to poor households who have more livestock than the 

very poor households. 

Reduced expenditure on non-food and non-essential items – Households reduce expenditure or completely forego 

non-food and non-essential items in order to free some cash to purchase food.  

Take credit – Households take credit in a bad year/season which is repaid immediately the situation improves and 

households are able to fetch a good price from livestock sales. 

Migration – Migration of livestock at times with the whole household in search of water and pasture is a common 

strategy in bad years. This is applicable only to poor households with significant shoat numbers.  

Middle and better-off households. 

Increased livestock sales – Middle and better-off households try to increase their cash income through the sale of 

more livestock. Even in a bad year, only a few more livestock are sold in order to retain a viable breeding herd. 

However, the strategy is limited by the reduced market value of livestock due to animals’ poor health and body 

conditions and to the increased number of people selling livestock during stress periods. 

Hazards & Response Strategies 
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Take credit – Households take credit in a bad year/season which is repaid immediately the situation improves and 

households are able to fetch a good price from livestock sales. 

Seek external assistance and social support – Middle and better-off households will reach out to family/relatives 

both locally and abroad to support them with remittances. 

Reduced expenditure on non-food and non-essential items – Households reduce expenditure or completely forgo 

non-food items in order to free some cash to purchase food.  

Migration – Migration of livestock at times with the whole household in search of water and pasture is a common 

strategy in bad years. 

 

The key parameters listed in the table below are food and income sources that make a substantial contribution to 

the household economy in the zone. These should be monitored to indicate potential losses or gains to local 

household economies, either through on-going monitoring systems or through periodic assessments.  

 

Item Key Parameter - Quantity Key Parameter – Price 

Livestock production • Camel sales (local) 

• Goat sales (local & export) 

• Sheep sales (local & export) 

• Camels’ milk 

• Goats’ milk  

• Camel sales (local) 

• Goat sales (local & export) 

• Sheep sales (local & export) 

• Camels’ milk 

Other food and cash income • Social support • Social support 

Expenditure  • Rice – consumer price 

• Wheat flour – consumer price 

• Pasta – consumer price 

• Sugar – consumer price 

• Oil – consumer price 

 

 

The recommendations presented below came out of interviews with wealth group household representatives and 

from interviews with community leaders.   

1. Education and health – Improve access to education and health by increasing the number of primary and 
secondary schools; reducing the cost of education; investing in teachers’ salaries; developing more health 
centres; and increasing MCH facilities.  
Health and education were priority intervention areas for all wealth groups but particularly for the very 
poor and poor.  

2. Water – Improve access to clean, good quality, potable water. Develop water sources including water 
pumps. 
Improving water quantity and quality was a key concern for community leaders and for households from 
all wealth groups. Some care needs to be taken in increasing water supply on a large scale so as to 

Key Parameters for Monitoring 

 

Programme Implications 
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prevent concentration of households in large settlements, minimise localised overgrazing and prevent 
land degradation.   

3. Livelihoods – Support diverse livelihood options through job creation, skills training; vocational schools 
and business investment.  
These recommendations on ways to diversify and strengthen livelihood options outside of livestock 
production were put forward by community leaders and by the lower wealth groups whose herds are 
limited in size.  

4. Livestock – Improve veterinary care in the zone and support restocking of herds.  
These recommendations were proposed by community leaders and better off households who are 
looking for support to strengthen the pastoral economy. 

5. Sanitation & hygiene – Build more latrines and improve household-level sanitation and hygiene 
conditions. 

The development recommendations that were 

prioritised by each wealth group are summarised 

in the table at left. 

 

All these suggestions require further detailed 

feasibility studies before determining which 

options are viable from an economic, financial, and 

social perspective.  

 

 

 

What is a MEB? 

A Minimum Expenditure Basket, or MEB, is a calculation of the cost of goods and services required to meet certain 

standards of living. MEBs comprise a food basket as well as non-food sector baskets such as shelter/home, water, 

WASH, clothes, education, health, transport/communication, community contributions, and safety & protection.  

MEBs can be calculated on a gradient of severity with upper poverty and lower poverty thresholds. The lower 

threshold measures severe poverty and is typically termed a survival MEB. It represents the barest minimum 

required to feed, house and clothe a family for survival. A sector standard MEB is designed around the notion of what 

it costs to meet minimum standards of wellbeing, health and dignity. The sector standard MEB is characterised by a 

higher quantity of, and more diversity of, essential items, and by more sector baskets. Both survival and standard 

MEBs are consumption or expenditure thresholds, that is, they calculate a cost of living benchmark. 

A MEB threshold is used in livelihood security analysis to measure income gaps. The critical question is do households 

earn sufficient income to meet their basic needs or a basic cost of living standard?  Where gaps exist, the MEB analysis 

can help planners determine how much is needed to bring households up to (or above) the MEB threshold and thus 

out of poverty and into livelihood security and resilience.   

 

The MEB in Somalia 

Somalia’s economy is characterised as a protracted complex emergency. Consequently, data collection on standard 

socio-economic indicators by the government has been very patchy and for this reason there is poor data on standard 

The MEB Threshold  

 

Very Poor Improve health facilities + MCH health

Poor Increase access to schools education

PFHH Improve access to clean water water

Invest in skills training, job creation and IGAs livelihoods

Improve shelter and latrines shelter

Middle Improve access to clean water water

Better off Improve health facilities + MCH health

Build more primary + secondary schools education

Improve sanitation & hygiene facilities (latrines) sanitation

Restocking livestock

Leaders Increase health centres +  MCH clinics health

Provide local secondary schools education

Install water tanks; develop water sources water

Provide vocational training. Invest in business livelihoods

Improve livestock treatment and vet services livestock
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measures of national poverty.25  To fill this gap, other agencies, notably the FSNAU (The Food Security and Nutrition 

Analysis Unit) and FEWS NET provide vital price-monitoring data and livelihood analysis. Other critical poverty 

information includes past HEA baselines on local livelihoods.  

 

In 2009, HEA baseline data collected in Baidoa as well as in 2 other livelihood zones led to the creation of a MEB for 

Somalia. Since then, the Somalia MEB has been used to calculate transfer values for cash-based programming.  To 

allow for comparability from north to south, the Somalia MEB is calculated on a USD per household per month basis, 

using a standard household size of 6 across all regions.26 

 

The items selected in the Somalia MEB food and non-food baskets were 

guided by the HEA concepts of the survival and livelihood protection 

baskets. In HEA, the survival basket includes enough food to meet basic 

energy needs for survival as well as minimum non-food items to prepare 

food (water, cooking fuel, salt) plus soap for basic hygiene. The 

livelihood protection basket includes the survival basket plus basic 

livelihood inputs to protect livelihoods from erosion as well as minimum 

school, health, clothes, and household items to protect a very basic 

standard of living. These costs are taken from actual spending patterns 

by poor households in the reference year.27 The Somalia MEB is 

informed principally by the concept of the survival threshold, but a few 

livelihood protection goods are also included, such as health, education 

and clothing. In the table above, the items in the yellow cells are items found both in the Somalia MEB and the HEA 

baskets for SO06. The items in the white cells are the ones that differ. Thus, the MEB and HEA baskets are not 

precisely the same although they share some similar concepts and some similar goods. 
 

There have been some adjustments to the value of the Somalia MEB since 2009. These changes have taken place in 

consultation with local stakeholders, principally the Interagency Cash Consortium Group (ICCG) and the Cash 

Working Group. This means that all stakeholders use the same MEB (tailored by region to reflect regional prices) to 

guide their cash-based programming.28  

 

 
25  https://www.worldbank.org/en/programs/icp 
https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/poverty/brief/global-poverty-line-faq 
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SI.POV.NAGP?view=chart 
http://hdr.undp.org/en/countries/profiles/SOM 
 
26  The value of the initial MEB was based on data collected in the Baidoa urban HEA baseline assessment and as such it reflected 

urban cost of living thresholds. It was calculated as a monthly minimum expenditure basket using prices from March 2007 (the 

reference year). To keep the value of the MEB updated over time, the FSNAU carries out monthly market monitoring of 43 

essential items and 5 currency exchange rates in 70 markets across Somalia. With these regular price updates, the cost of the 

MEB can be re-calculated on an ongoing basis by region and the transfer value discussed, confirmed or modified as needed. 

27 Note that the Baidoa MEB did not include livelihood inputs. In part, this reflects that it was initially set up as an urban MEB. 
However, it is also in line with how MEBs are calculated elsewhere in the world (i.e, livelihood inputs are generally not included). 
 
28 (1) At the recommendation of the WASH sector partners, the water component in the MEB was increased from 5 to 9 drums 

to reflect Sphere standards (Somalia Cash and Markets Working Group, 2017: Recommended transfer values for cash-based 

interventions in the 2017 drought response.). (2) In 2017, concerns that cash transfer values were high led to a review of the 

composition of the MEB. These discussions prompted a reduction in the diversity of the food basket. For example, the new MEB 

comprises a very limited number of food items (red sorghum, cowpeas, vegetable oil and sugar) which are all items that are all 

relatively low cost than nonetheless meet basic energy and nutrition needs. 

Somalia MEB HEA thresholds

water water

soap (laundry) soap

human  drugs human drugs

school fees  school costs

clothes clothes (@25%)

kerosene torches+batteries (@50%)

firewood salt

grinding cost jerry cans

social tax animal drugs

other water for animals

transport (@50%)

airtime, cell phone (@50%)

tea/coffee (@75%)

 Non-food basket

https://www.worldbank.org/en/programs/icp
https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/poverty/brief/global-poverty-line-faq
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SI.POV.NAGP?view=chart
http://hdr.undp.org/en/countries/profiles/SOM
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MEB analysis 

The 2020 HEA baseline assessment in the SO06 Northern Inland Pastoral livelihood zone provided an opportunity to 

review the Somalia MEB against the current HEA data and to carry out two analyses: 

5) Compare the Somalia MEB for Sool, Sanaag and Bari Regions with the cost of a pastoral MEB in SO06 and 

compare both to household spending patterns in the Northern Inland Pastoral Zone to inform whether some 

sector baskets need adjusting. 

6) Compare a pastoral MEB for SO06 with total annual household income to assess income gaps. 

 

Composition of the pastoral MEB 

The starting point to calculating a sector standard MEB is the standards themselves. In this case, Sphere 

Humanitarian standards form the basis of the basket composition and quantity. The baskets are then tailored to 

reflect national standards (where they exist) and/or the local context, including local patterns of consumption and 

expenditure as captured in the HEA field data.  

Details of what is in each of the full MEB sector baskets is described below. 

Food sector basket:  The MEB food basket is reasonably diverse. It includes up to 10 different food items although 

fruit and vegetables comprise a single lump sum amount. All food items are locally specific. The basket includes rice, 

wheat flour, pasta, camel milk, goat milk, shoat meat, vegetable oil, ghee, sugar and vegetables/fruit.29 Food prices 

are relatively high in this zone because staple grains are not locally produced but are imported into the zone. 

Moreover, milk, which is largely consumed through own-milk production has a relatively high price in the market and 

this has the effect or raising the cost of the food basket. Other commodities, such as cooking oil, which is imported 

and purchased only when households’ own ghee or butter is insufficient, also has a high market price. To account for 

these issues, the HEA survival basket staple food price was applied to a certain proportion of milk, meat and 

ghee/butter purchases with the logic that in a typical year, these items are produced not purchased. This logic is also 

reflected in the HEA calculation of total income where milk, meat and cooking oil/ghee are calculated using the 

survival basket staple food price. For this reason, valuing own milk, meat and ghee in a consistent way with total 

income calculations is justified in the MEB.   

WASH sector basket:  The basket includes goods to maintain basic hygiene standards. Soap and water are the priority 

items and reflect Sphere standards: @ 2 bars of soap/person/month for all washing needs including bathing, hair, 

 
29  Note that the MEB food basket is not a comprehensive LACON diet (Save the Children, 2012: A Cost of the Diet analysis in Bari 
District of Somalia, December 2012). In 2012, Save the Children estimated that the LACON diet, in their model, would cost 1,452% 
of the annual income of poor households (based on 2012 HEA data). 

Process: 

11) Draft an extended list of items that compose each sector basket, reflecting sector standards. 

12) Gather prices for this extended list from principal markets in the livelihood zone. Calculate the average 

price across the principal markets. Use these prices to calculate the value of the MEB.   

13) Where there are price outliers, verify through other sources (i.e., FSNAU price monitoring data for the 

reference year). In addition, carry out a random cross-check of field prices with FSNAU market price data 

to ensure data reliability.  

14) Fine-tune the extended list by comparing the draft MEB with baseline household spending in the 

reference year by poor and middle households. In addition, compare the draft MEB with the Somalia 

MEB. Where there are significant differences, use this to inform the pastoral MEB basket of goods.  

15) Calculate the value of the pastoral MEB and apply to household income gap analysis to assess levels of 

poverty in the Northern Inland Pastoral Livelihood Zone. 
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laundry and dishes; and @ 10.5 litres of water/day/person for drinking and washing. Other basic hygiene items have 

been added to the basket which are purchased less frequently.  These items are essential for good hygiene and as 

they are used daily, there is a lot of wear and tear and thus some replacement and/or repair costs are required. 

These items include: 2 x 10 litre jerry cans for hauling water; 0.5 x bucket with lid; 0.5 x wash basin; 0.5 x kettle with 

lid for sterilisation; 0.5 x spade to dig and cover waste; lotion and cotton pads for a baby; and basic personal items 

(razor blades; female hygiene items; and combs). 

Note that the WASH basket for SO06 includes water because in the Northern Inland Pastoral zone, all wealth groups 

regularly purchase water throughout the year. 

Shelter & Home sector basket: The basket includes candles/matches for emergency lighting; 3 x torches and 

batteries for daily lighting; 1 x tarpaulin to keep goods dry in the rainy season; iodised salt to make food palatable 

and a small lump sum amount for tea/coffee. In addition, for items that are not purchased monthly or annually but 

are nonetheless periodically replaced and are essential for sleeping, cooking and eating as well as basic shelter, a 

minimum replacement/repair cost was added to the basket. These items per household include: 0.5 x local tool for 

home repair; 0.5 x cooking pot, 0.5 x food storage container, 0.5 x jug/calabash, 1 x utensils and cup/bowl, 1 x 

mosquito net, 1 x sleeping mat, and 1 x blanket. As pastoral populations typically keep household possessions to a 

minimum to facilitate migration, the replacement amounts in the MEB were also kept to a bare minimum. 

Clothes basket: The sector standard is 1 set of new (or gently used) clothes for each member of the household per 

year. This includes basic top and bottom as well as footwear. A sweater/jacket was not included as temperatures are 

typically hot throughout the year in this zone. 

Education sector basket:   Poor households typically send 2 children to primary school, so the education basket was 

calculated on the basis of 2 students. The components of the basket include tuition, school uniform, pens/pencils, 

scribbler/notebook and school bag. Pocket money for snacks or school canteen was not included.  

Health sector basket:   The Sphere minimum requirement of 1 x medical consultation and treatment /person/year 

was applied. Consultation costs are free in this zone but a lump sum amount for treatment was applied based on 

actual expenditures in SO06. In addition, the cost of a very basic first aid kit (pain relief tablets and mosquito spray) 

was added. 

Transport & Communication:  No transport costs were included. Airtime credit for 1 x mobile phone/household was 

added to the basket. Note that 1.5-2 phones/household was typical for the very poor and poor in this zone. 

Community Contributions:  Zakat payment and contributions for Ramadan are included in the basket. The amounts 

were calculated using average livestock assets for poor and middle households.  

Livelihood inputs:  Whether to include a minimum amount for livelihood costs is a question of debate. In most MEB 

calculations, livelihood input costs are not included in the baskets on the basis that there is no consensus of the 

minimum required and inputs vary widely by wealth group depending on their assets. Another point is that livelihood 

expenditures can be accounted for by subtracting the cost from total household income and then comparing net 

income to the MEB benchmark. For this analysis, a small amount for animal drugs and water for animals is included 

(using poor household expenditures as a guide).  

Contingency:  No contingency amount has been added although some amount for extraordinary expenses is often 

included in a MEB. In the case of a pastoral MEB, the logic not to include a contingency amount is to reflect that 

savings for contingencies is also not included in total pastoral income. Households may have savings but because 

their savings are not generated through annual cash earnings but instead are kept “on the hoof” as livestock assets, 

it is not reflected in total income. As the MEB threshold is compared to total income in the HEA analysis, this approach 

seemed justified. Note that a small contingency amount is included in the Somalia MEB. 
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How much does the MEB cost? 

Somalia MEB Sool, Sanaag and Bari Regions - According to the CMB for Somalia (FSNAU.org/sectors/market), the 

cash value for the total basket MEB for Sool, Sanaag and Bari Regions in September 2019 (the last month of the 

SO06 reference year) was US $184/HH6/month, US $193/HH6/month and US $154/HH6/month.30  The essential 

items MEB is a survival basket and is comprised of 4 basic food items. The total basket MEB combines a more 

diverse food basket (8 items) with a non-food basket (10 items).  

SO06 Pastoral MEB – The value of the SO06 pastoral MEB for the Oct18/Sep19 reference year in the Northern 

Inland Pastoral zone is USD 1,803/HH6/year or US $150/HH6/month.  This includes a food basket (10 items) and 8 

sector non-food baskets. 

To compare the SO06 pastoral MEB with the Somalia MEB for Sool, Sanaag and Bari Regions, the value of each MEB 

is indicated in the table below. Price and exchange rate data came from FSNAU market monitoring and the FSNAU 

April 2020 CMB file as well as from SO01 HEA field data.  

 

 

The largest component (59%) in the pastoral MEB is the food basket. The proportionately high value of food 

compared to non-food expenses in the MEB is reasonable when compared to actual spending patterns in this 

pastoral zone. In the Oct18/Sep19 reference year in SO06, food expenditures were 62%-72% for poor and very 

poor households respectively. An additional 4-10% of their annual food energy needs were met by food aid and 

gifts. The proportional value of the food and non-food baskets in the Somalia MEB for Sool Region is comparable to 

the pastoral MEB, in this case 69% is food costs and 31% is non-food costs. 

Overall, the total value of the NFI (non-food items) basket in the SO06 pastoral MEB and the Somalia MEB for Sool, 

Sanaag and Bari Regions is low compared to the food basket. However, the value seems reasonable when compared 

to actual household spending in the reference year. In the table below, household spending by poor and middle 

households is shown in the two columns at far right. Expenditures were adjusted to a household size of 6 for 

comparative purposes. The results show that in the Oct18/Sep19 reference year, poor households spent US 

$30/HH6/month on non-food items; middle households spent US $47/HH6/month and the NFI component of the 

SO06 pastoral MEB was US $61/HH6/month.31 For Sool and Bari Regions, the NFI value was US $57/HH6/month and 

US $24/HH6/month respectively. 

 
30 In the HEA analytical framework, it is the gap between total household income and the HEA thresholds in any given year 

that determines the transfer value rather than the total MEB value or HEA threshold itself. 

https://www.fsnau.org/sectors/markets 

 
31 There are challenges in making direct expenditure comparisons for some of the baskets because the expenditure figures do 

not include in-kind contributions such as from own production. This issue obviously affects food basket comparisons but also 

Household of: 6

Sool MEB Sanaag MEB Bari MEB

Sector Cost  per month USD Items USD USD USD Items

WASH 19 12  items soap x 4 pcs, water x 9 drums

Shelter & Home 8 14 items firewood x 30 bundles, grinding x 30 kgs, kerosene x 1.5 ltr

Clothing 6 1 set/year lump sum SoSH 30,000

Education 12 2 students lump sum SoSH 90,000

Health 3 1 x person/year lump sum SoSH 20,000

Livelihood inputs 5 water, medicine

Community Contributions/tax 5 zakat, Ramadan lump sum SoSH 12,500

Transport & Communication 3 airtime x 1 phone

Food MEB 89 10 items 127 138 131 sorghum, wheat flour, cowpeas, oil, sugar, milk, meat, tea

Contingencies 0 lump sum SoSH 30,000

TOTAL 150 184 193 155

Total Non-food items (NFI MEB) 61 41% 57 55 24

Total Food MEB 89 59% 127 138 131

SO06 pastoral MEB Oct18/Sep19

Somalia MEB by region September 2019

https://www.fsnau.org/sectors/markets
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The results show that during a period of post-drought recovery, and with humanitarian assistance reduced to a low 

level, pastoralists from poor and middle groups spent on basic needs only and kept overall spending to low levels. 

This finding may be both a function of poverty and a function of priorities, that is, what is considered essential in 

pastoralist economies (this is discussed further below). In particular, households in this zone spent very little on 

health and WASH items.  Otherwise, aside from food, the largest expenditures were on water, clothing, cell phone 

airtime and education (poor households).    

The table at left looks at some of the sector basket costs in 

the Somalia MEB more closely to examine if some baskets 

are perhaps under-valued and if there is a case for 

revisions. For instance, a closer look at some specific sector 

costs compared to poor household spending shows that 

education and soap may in particular be too low. 

 

In sum, key points to highlight are: 

4. The value of education in the Somalia MEB for Sool, Sanaag and Bari Regions is low compared to the SO06 
pastoral MEB and is also low compared to poor household expenditures. It is recommended that the 
education values be reviewed and potentially increased. 

5. The value for soap should be increased as it is low compared to actual expenditures and compared to 
sector recommendations. 

6. If a livelihood cluster approach is taken, food baskets should be adapted to better reflect the main food 
items consumed in those regions (i.e., rice not red sorghum in northern pastoral MEBs). 

 

The MEB, Total Income and Poverty analysis 

An analysis of the MEB expenditure threshold against total household annual income helps answer the question do 

households earn enough to meet the cost of their basic needs? To what extent can households from the different 

wealth groups afford the MEB basic basket of goods? The graph shows that a MEB based on minimum sector 

 
the community contribution (or social tax) basket. In the MEB, the value of zakat and contributions during Ramadan are given 

a dollar value whereas household spending on these items is through in-kind contributions such as the slaughter of own-meat 

and is therefore not included as an actual expenditure. For this reason, household spending for food and community tax is low 

compared to the MEB. 

 

Household of: 6

Sool MEB Bari MEB Poor HH Middle HH

Sector Cost  per month USD USD USD USD USD

WASH 19 8 9

Shelter & Home 8 4 10

Clothing 6 5 7

Education 12 7 1

Health 3 0 1

Livelihood inputs 5 3 12

Community Contributions/tax 5 0 0

Transport & Communication 3 3 4

Food MEB 89 127 131 55 80

Contingencies 0 0 4

TOTAL 150 184 155 85 126

Total Non-food items (NFI MEB) 61 57 24 30 47

Total Food MEB 89 127 131 55 80

SO06 pastoral MEB Oct18/Sep19

Somalia MEB by region Sept 2019 Household spending

Exchange rate USD 1=SOSH 30,764 (FSNAU price data, 

average Oct18/Sep19). Poor HH = poor HH spending 

Cost per month (HH6)

Somalia MEB Somalia MEB Poor HH

SoSH USD USD 

School fees 90000 2.9 7.1

Clothes 30000 1.0 1.3

Soap 4 pcs 1.3 2.1
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standards is comparatively high when measured against what households earn and produce. The overall MEB value 

adjusted for a household of 7 and based on reference year prices is calculated at USD 2,104/HH7/year (or US 

$0.8/person/day). Middle household’s total income was US $1,573 (US $0.6/person/day) which is below the cost of 

the MEB basket of goods. Only better-off households, who produced and earned USD 2,268/HH/year (or US 

$0.9/person/day), are above the line. See graph below. 

 

 

The sector standard MEB is relatively high compared to total household annual income. The finding indicates that 

most of the population (89% of households) would be considered poor by this standard. Arguably, some sector 

baskets could be adjusted downwards (such as reducing some school supplies and perhaps reducing 1-2 WASH 

items). Nonetheless, the initial results indicate that by and large, most households in the Northern Inland Pastoral 

zone do not earn enough income to pay for a fairly basic basket of essential food and non-food items. 

However, there are two important points to make. First, in pastoral economies, limited household spending may in 

part reflect a choice and is not simply a function of poverty. For example, households may have significant savings 

“on the hoof”. Thus, total income does not truly reflect the limits of their income and expenditure but rather their 

spending priorities and needs in that particular reference year. In SO06, middle households, for example, could 

potentially sell an additional 17 shoats without eroding the reproductive potential of their herd. Poor households 

could sell an additional 9 shoats and the very poor an additional 2.5. Using shoat sale prices for the reference year, 

these livestock savings represent an additional USD 850 for middle households and USD 450 for the poor. Whilst the 

very poor and poor would remain under the MEB threshold, middle and better-off households would be above. 

Second, this zone is perhaps under-served by essential health services. Thus, spending on health may be low because 

access to clinics and health supplies is poor and not necessarily because pastoral populations do not have health 

concerns or cannot afford health care. If access to clinics or basic health supplies were to improve, related health 

spending and income might also increase, as needed. 

Bearing in mind these caveats, the initial gap analysis shows that households face an income gap of USD 89, USD 73 

and USD 44/HH7/month for the very poor, poor and middle household respectively. To put this in perspective, the 

sale of a shoat earned a household on average USD 50/shoat. To fill the gap, very poor, poor and middle 

households would need to sell 22, 19 and 7 shoats respectively. Only middle households had the savings to meet 

this gap. 

This analysis can provide a platform for future discussions in Somalia on what constitutes minimum standards of 

well-being in northern pastoral zones and what might be included in a pastoral MEB for Somalia in future.  
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